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Abstract 
Predictably Flexible Leadership:  Exploring the effect of Leader Behavioral Breadth, Variability 
and Authenticity on Follower Perceptions of Leader Trustworthiness and Effectiveness 
 
Adam G. Mitchinson 
 
Behavioral complexity theory (Hooijberg & Quinn, 1992; Zaccaro, 2001) posits that effective 
leaders are able to play a range of contradictory leadership roles and enact these roles selectively 
depending on the situation. This flexible style is an essential element of effective leadership and 
has been shown to be related to a number of important organizational outcomes (Hart & Quinn, 
1993; Denison, Hooijberg, & Quinn, 1995). However, it may be a double-edged sword when 
considering the effect it can have on a leader’s relationship with their followers. In order to be 
flexible a leader must vary their style, but there is evidence to suggest that leaders who do this 
can damage their relationships with others and, as a result, be less effective (Hooijberg, 1996, 
Wu, Steward & Hartley, 2010). A theoretical model is proposed to answer the practical question 
of how leaders may simultaneously vary their behavior while also remaining credible and 
effective in the eyes of their followers. The results support previous findings that leaders who 
can play a broader number of leadership roles are seen as more effective by their followers but 
that the flexible enactment of these roles can be seen as less effective. The results suggest that 
leader trustworthiness is central to this relationship. Leaders with a broad behavioral repertoire 
were perceived as more trustworthy but differentiated leader behavior was found to build trust 
when it was perceived as adaptive but erode trust when it was perceived as inconsistent. Leader 
authenticity was not found to mitigate the negative effect of flexible leader behavior as 
hypothesized. These results and the implications for future research and practice are discussed.  
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- CHAPTER ONE - 
INTRODUCTION 
Statement of the Problem 
Perhaps more than ever flexibility and versatility are vital components of any successful 
manager or leader’s
1
 repertoire. The ability to work across an ever-changing array of situations 
and contexts has become one of the key metrics against which we evaluate leadership 
effectiveness.  There are a range of often cited reasons for why flexibility is an essential attribute 
but most hinge on the observation that our dynamic times and more complex organizations 
simply require leaders who can ‘do more’. Successful leaders are rarely ‘one-trick-ponies’ who 
contribute to only one aspect of organizational effectiveness; instead, the best leaders are those 
who can wear a number of ‘organizational hats’ to help achieve organizational outcomes. Such 
leaders can encourage innovation while driving efficiency and can mentor their team while 
ensuring that deadlines are met. Successful leadership requires a the skilled enactment of a 
constellation of roles and the ability to vary the deployment of these roles depending on the 
needs of their team and organization at any given point in time.  
The idea that leaders need to vary their behavior is by no means new. At their core, some 
of the popular leadership theories of the 1960s and 1970s (e.g., Fiedler, 1967; Hershey & 
Blanchard, 1969; House, 1971; Vroom & Yetton, 1973) suggest that leaders need to adjust their 
behavior to meet various situational and environmental demands they face. While these ideas 
took a back seat in the 1980s and 1990s as more normative theories such as transformational 
leadership (Bass, 1985) gained in prominence, we have once again seen these ideas come to the 
                                                 
1
 The terms manager, leader, and combinations thereof will be used synonymously throughout this paper. The notion 
that many organizational actors can now be considered “managerial-leaders” has become common, especially in 
work considering the variety or roles such actors must play within organizations (Hooijberg & Quinn, 1992; 
Lawrence, Lenk & Quinn, 2009). While the main focus of this paper is on direct report perceptions of their formal 
‘managers’, the nature of the broader discussion warrants the use of these hybrid terms. 
   
 
2 
fore as both scholars and practitioners renew their search for leaders who can operate effectively 
in today’s increasingly complex and dynamic organizations.  
 This resurgence is buoyed by research, which finds that leaders who can play multiple 
organizational roles are more effective (Hooijberg, 1996; Pavett & Lau, 1982; Denison, 
Hooijberg, & Quinn, 1995) and more successful in their careers (McCall & Segrist, 1980; Pavett 
& Lau, 1982). A study by Hart & Quinn (1993) demonstrated that organizations run by CEO’s of 
this kind perform significantly higher on measures of business performance (measured by sales 
growth, product development and market share) and organizational effectiveness (measured by 
product quality, employee satisfaction and overall performance). As a result, bookstore shelves 
are stocked with works that outline the attributes of the flexible leader and the roles that they 
must play (e.g. Kaplan & Kaiser, 2006; Sloan, 1994; Yukl & Lepsinger, 2004). The academic 
literature is equally occupied with this idea, and is replete with attempts to define and measure 
constructs that account for a leader’s ability to recognize a wide variety of changing 
circumstances and adapt their behavior accordingly (e.g., Denison et al., 1995; Hooijberg, Hunt, 
& Dodge, 1997; Hooijberg, & Quinn, 1992; Kaiser & Overfield, 2010; Quinn, 1988; Zaccaro, 
Foti, & Kenny, 1991a; Zaccaro, Gilbert, Thor, & Mumford, 1991b). Indeed the topic was even 
the focus of a recent special issue of Consulting Psychology Journal entitled ‘developing flexible 
and adaptive leadership for an age of uncertainty’ (Kaiser, 2010).  
There is both anecdotal and empirical evidence to reinforce the intuitive appeal of 
flexible leadership. However, there is also much to caution that we should be nuanced when 
thinking about how it contributes to leader effectiveness. This is especially apparent when we 
consider some of the unintended interpersonal consequences that flexible, or more accurately, 
variable, behavior can have. For example, research has long cautioned that individuals who 
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display too much variability in their behavior run the risk of being viewed as social chameleons 
(Snyder, 1974), spineless (Weick, 1978), of weak character (Shapiro, 1965), or worse, as tactical 
and manipulative (Schelling, 1960). Such research cautions that variable behavior can make us 
seem less predictable and harder to understand, which may damage the quality of our 
relationships with others. As leadership is by definition a relational phenomenon, this is a 
significant concern.    
Studies have found that individuals tend to value consistency on the part of their manager 
much more than variability (Heilman, Hornstein, Cage & Herschlag, 1984; Staw & Ross, 1980; 
Graves, 1985; Aldag & Brief, 1977) and there is evidence that leaders who vary their behavior 
are viewed in a negative light by their followers. A study by Hooijberg (1996) demonstrated that 
managers who are seen to vary their behavior depending on whom they are interacting with are 
actually perceived as less effective than their managerial peers who behave in a much more 
consistent manner. Supporting this finding, Simons (2002) suggests that leaders who vary their 
behavior across different constituency groups (e.g. direct reports, supervisors, and peers) or 
organizational contexts can be perceived by others as lacking integrity and as untrustworthy. 
These findings stand in stark contrast to the commonly accepted wisdom that flexibility is a 
universally positive leadership attribute.  
This presents a challenge to the would-be flexible leader. On the one hand, organizational 
life demands flexibility and variety; leaders play a broad number of roles and vary their behavior, 
style, and approach across situations and contexts. On the other, strong relationships are built on 
consistency; leaders must behave in a way that is perceived to be credible and trustworthy by 
others, particularly their direct reports, the very people whom they are supposedly “leading”. 
After all, there is not leader without followers (Burke, 1988). However, this balance is a tough 
   
 
4 
one to strike.  Essentially, leaders must respond flexibly to the full variety of organizational 
demands they face, but in a way that somehow feels consistent and sincere to others.  
This is of course possible; examples abound of individuals who skillfully strike this 
balance, flexibly enacting a broad range of organizational roles with sufficient variety while 
simultaneously maintaining trust and credibility in the eyes of others. However, it is less clear 
exactly how skilled managerial-leaders do this. A popular argument is that skilled managerial-
leaders must simply master certain paradoxes, trade-offs and tensions inherent in the job 
(Zacarro, 2001) – for example, leaders need to show ‘tough-love’ by being a coach to team 
members while also pushing them to produce results (Kaiser, Lindberg, & Craig, 2007), 
behaviors that are not mutually exclusive, but that do required skilled integration. However it is 
easier to be a tough boss, or a loving boss than it is to be both, but there are few theoretical 
frameworks or empirical evidence to help explain how leaders can do this. Specifically, how 
does a leader vary the enactment of these competing roles without seeming inconsistent, erratic 
or insincere to their team? It is clear that it is possible, as many successful managerial-leaders 
strike this balance, but there is little empirical work in the academic literature to explain how this 
occurs.  
As Pulakos, Arad, Donovan and Plamondon (2000) point out, flexibility, versatility and 
adaptability are elusive concepts. From a practical standpoint they can be hard to enact. From a 
research standpoint they can be hard to define & measure. But much of the answer to how and 
when flexibility can be beneficial and how and when it can be seen as detrimental may lie 
ultimately in how we choose to define and measure these concepts. The theory and research 
reported here is an attempt to partially explore the question of how leaders may flexibly respond 
to the competing demands of organizational life while also being seen as consistent and reliable 
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by their followers. This will be achieved by exploring the effect that two components of 
flexibility, namely the ability to enact a breadth of leadership roles and to variably enact those 
roles in different situations, and leader authenticity have on both follower trust and their 
perceptions of leader effectiveness. 
 This dissertation is organized into five chapters. The remainder of this first chapter will 
further elaborate on this flexible leadership challenge. Chapter 2 builds on this foundation by 
introducing a theoretical model to outline the mechanisms through which leaders may vary their 
behavior while maintaining credibility in the eyes of their followers. Chapter 3 outlines a 
research methodology through which this model was examined, and chapter 4 presents the 
analysis on this data. Finally chapter 5 provides a discussion of key findings, touching 
implications for research and practice.  
The Essence of Flexible Managerial-Leadership: Responding to Competing Organizational 
Demands 
One way in which today’s leaders must be flexible is in response to multiple, and often 
competing, organizational demands. Perhaps nowhere better are these demands outlined than in 
Quinn and colleagues (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983; Quinn, 1984; 1988) Competing Values 
Framework (CVF from here). The authors proposed that organizations must manage a natural 
tension between two fundamental, yet competing values. First, they must strike the appropriate 
balance between flexibility and stability allowing sufficient centralization and control to take 
hold while also allowing flexibility and change to occur. Second, organizations must also be both 
internally and externally focused, paying attention to people and process in order to achieve 
integration and unity, while also looking out to the external environment to encourage 
differentiation and competition.  
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Quinn et al. argued that while each organization will differ in the extent to which it 
emphasizes adherence to one value over another, it is imperative that all organizations find a 
balance among them. To do this effective organizations need leaders who can vary their behavior 
(Lawrence, Lenk & Quinn, 2009). Quinn (1988) makes this point clearly by mapping a number 
of existing taxonomies of managerial behavior (e.g. Mintzberg 1973, 1975; Yukl 1981; Bass, 
1981) to the CVF (see Figure 1). The resultant eight roles neatly summarize the complex nature 
of managerial-leadership and define the behaviors that leaders must display in order to balance 
competing demands within their organizations. For example, to fulfill an organization’s need for 
growth and expansion a leader must play the innovator and broker roles, envisioning change and 
acquiring resources. To fulfill an organization’s need to achieve predefined goals and objectives 
leaders must also be able to play the producer and director roles, providing structure around 
objectives and initiating action to accomplish tasks. The need for consistency, stability and 
control requires leaders to play coordinator and monitor roles, initiating structure and providing 
information to followers. Finally, organizations are also built on collective action, cohesion and 
morale and require leaders to play facilitator and mentor roles, assisting interactions between 
followers and team members and showing consideration for their personal needs and goals. 
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Figure 1. Quinn’s (1984) Model of Leadership Roles based on the Competing Values 
Framework  
 
Two inherent leadership paradoxes are present in this model. The first paradox is 
contained in the conflict between the bottom right quadrant, known as the task quadrant, and the 
top left quadrant, known as the people quadrant. It captures the notion that leaders need to be 
“productive team builders”, pushing others to achieve greater productivity while also building or 
maintaining cohesion and morale. The behaviors associated with these two goals are broad and at 
times naturally contradictory. The successful leader then is the one who can effectively play both 
roles, building productive teams. The second paradox is contained in the conflict between top 
right quadrant, known as the adaptive quadrant, and the bottom left quadrant, known as the 
stability quadrant. It manifests in the need for leaders to be “practical revitalizers”, bringing 
about change while also maintaining stability and predictability (Quinn, 1984; Quinn, Spreitzer 
& Hart, 1992).  
   
 
8 
Behavioral Complexity as a Component of Effective Flexible Leadership  
In order to navigate such paradoxical organizational demands, Hooijberg & Quinn, 
(1992) proposed that leaders need to be behaviorally complex. Building on this work, Denison et 
al. (1995), defined the behaviorally complex leader as someone who has:  
“the ability to perform the multiple roles and behaviors that circumscribe the 
requisite variety implied by an organizational or environmental context. If 
paradox exists in the environment, then it must be reflected in behavior. Thus, a 
leader with a diverse role and skill repertoire and a broad behavioral portfolio will 
be best suited to react to a complex, yet often ambiguous and indeterminate 
organizational and environmental context [italics in the original] (p. 526)”.   
Put simply, complex organizations require complex leaders who can flexibly alter their behavior, 
appropriately, in order to address the full range of competing organizational demands (Denison 
et al., 1995; Hooijberg & Quinn, 1992; Lawrence et al., 2009; Zacarro, 2001).  
There are two major ways in which behavioral complexity has been conceptualized in the 
literature. The first of these can be summarized as the ‘mastery of opposites’ or ‘interpenetration’ 
approach which seeks to understand the extent to which leaders are able to balance competing 
organizational roles. Quinn, Spreitzer and Hart (1992) first outlined this approach by arguing that 
behavioral complexity can be conceptualized as the extent to which a leader is able to enact the 
roles associated with each paradox present in the CVF - namely ‘practical-revitalizer’ and 
‘productive team-builder’. Following this approach behavioral complexity is measured by 
calculating two ‘interpenetration scores’ (one for each paradoxical role-pair) using a formula put 
forth by Bobko and Schwartz (1984; see also Bobko, 1985). The strength of this approach is that 
it assesses the degree of balance in a leader’s behavior as defined by the CVF. As effective 
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organizations require a balance between all four quadrants, effective leaders need to exhibit 
similar balance (Hooijberg & Quinn, 1992; Lawrence, Lenk & Quinn, 2009). Research has 
shown that leaders who can strike this balance are more effective on a number of organizational 
outcomes (see Hart & Quinn, 1993).   
A second way in which behavioral complexity has been conceptualized involves breaking 
the concept into two constituent parts. It is from this vantage point that the pros and cons of 
flexible and variable behavior can be best explored and as a result, these concepts will be the 
focus of this paper. Instead of focusing on whether leaders are balanced in their behavior, 
Hooijberg (1996; see also Denison et al., 1995; Hart & Quinn, 1993; Hooijberg et al., 1997) 
proposed that two different conditions must be met in order for leaders to be considered 
behaviorally complex. First, leaders need to possess a broad behavioral repertoire, and second 
they must demonstrate behavioral differentiation. Behavioral repertoire (BR from here) refers to 
a leader’s ability to enact a broad range of managerial and leadership behaviors and roles. 
Leaders with a broad behavioral repertoire are simply able to ‘do more’ and are seen to 
frequently play the numerous roles as outlined in the CVF (see Figure 1). A broad BR allows a 
leader to appropriately respond to the full variety of organizational scenarios and demands; the 
greater number of roles a leader can play, the greater the likelihood he/she will be able to 
respond to the needs of situation at any given moment.  
The second component, behavioral differentiation (BD from here) is complementary to 
the idea of BR and is concerned with the ability of a leader to perform the functions they have in 
their behavioral repertoire, differently, depending on the organizational situation (Hooijberg, 
1996, p. 922). Behavioral differentiation is concerned with how a leader applies the different 
behaviors they have in the repertoire and specifically whether a leader varies their behavior 
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across different contexts and social interactions. Differentiated leaders choose and display the 
appropriate behavioral response depending on the perceived demands of the situation at hand. 
Their hallmark is the ability to vary their behavior, enacting one role in one situation, and a 
different role in another.  
BR and BD are equally important. A broad BR ensures a leader has the breadth of skills 
needed to respond to a range of organizational scenarios and demands. In the language of the 
CVF, such leaders have the ability to act as mentors and facilitators, directors and producers, 
innovators and brokers, and coordinators and monitors (Quinn, 1984). However, possessing the 
ability to play multiple roles does not mean that a leader will enact these roles with requisite 
variety. A leader may have all the right behavioral tools at his/her disposal but not display 
sufficient variation in their behavior to suggest they are enacting them across situation and 
context. This is where the second component, behavioral differentiation, becomes important. 
Behaviorally differentiated leaders are those who are seen to vary their behavior across contexts.  
The Challenge with Variability  
The two components of behavioral complexity as defined by Hooijberg (1996) possess 
intuitive appeal and logic suggests that each is an important component of effective leadership. 
Indeed, studies exploring the effect of leader BR have demonstrated, overwhelmingly, that the 
ability to play a broad number of organizational roles is a positive leadership attribute. Managers 
with more varied repertoires receive more positive peer, subordinate and superior evaluations 
(Hooijberg, 1996; Pavett & Lau, 1982; Denison, et al., 1995; Lawrence et al., 2009; Morse & 
Wagner, 1978) and are more likely to be promoted into leadership roles of increasing complexity 
and scope (McCall & Segrist, 1980; Pavett & Lau, 1982). These studies help state the general 
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importance of leader behavioral complexity, particularly the value of leaders who can enact a 
breadth of leadership roles.  
However despite the positive findings regarding behavioral repertoire, evidence suggests 
that behavioral differentiation, or more specifically variance in how a leader is behaves in 
different contexts, can have a very different affect. Two studies have found that the extent to 
which behavioral differentiation is viewed positively or negatively can depend on your 
relationship with the leader. Operationalizing BD as the extent to which a leader is seen to play 
different roles with different organizational members, Hooijberg (1996) found that the same 
behaviorally differentiated leaders can be seen as effective by their superiors but as ineffective 
by their direct reports. This finding is supported by Wu, Steward, & Hartley (2010) who found 
that supply chain managers were viewed negatively by their suppliers when they were seen to 
vary their behavior, even when those behaviors were seen to be necessary for success. Taken 
together these studies suggest that differentiated behavior, or more specifically being seen to 
vary behavior with different direct reports, may in fact damage relationships and be a negative 
leadership attribute.  
One potential reason for this finding may be found in the observation that different 
members of a leader’s role set, that is, his or her superiors, peers and direct reports (Merton, 
1957), expect and value different behaviors (Katz & Kahn, 1978; Biddle, 1979). Supervisors are 
interested in achieving objectives through their subordinate leaders and expect them to do so in 
the most efficient and appropriate manner. Their position within the organization provides them 
with an understanding of the varying contexts in which leaders must operate and as such, they 
easily understand the need for differentiated behavior. As a senior leader at a large financial 
institution put it “anyone who has been a leader knows that you get pulled in 100 different 
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directions. I have no choice but to adapt and expect my team to find a way to do the same.” 
Supervisors are leaders themselves and as a result may be more likely to interpret variable 
behavior on the part of their subordinate leader as consistent with the demands of the situation 
(based in part on their own experience with conflicting organizational demands) and thus as 
effective.  
Direct reports (and to a smaller extent peers), on the other hand, possess very different 
expectations. This group is concerned with their own personal experience with the leader and 
expect this individual to help them achieve the objectives they have been set, to represent their 
best interests within the organization, and ultimately to behave in a manner that is predictable 
and understandable (Heilman, et al., 1984; Staw & Ross, 1980; Graves, 1985; Aldag & Brief, 
1977). Subordinates have less insight into the pressures and demands placed on their leader as 
these demands often come from higher up in an organization’s hierarchy. Indeed, many leaders 
actively try to protect their teams from the ‘politics’ higher up in the organization. As a result, 
this group is less likely to understand their leaders’ motivation for varying their behavior and 
more likely to conclude that said leader is insincere, inconsistent and untrustworthy when they 
do so. Thus, these attributions inevitably lead to negative ratings of leader effectiveness 
(Gillespie and Mann, 2004; Harris & Hogan, 1992).  
The observation that direct reports perceive leaders who vary their behavior negatively is 
no trivial matter. Subordinate ratings of their leader’s effectiveness have been found to be as 
accurate as assessment center data in forecasting managerial performance over time (McEvoy & 
Beatty, 1989). Moreover, as much of a leader’s effectiveness depends on the degree to which 
he/she is able to influence and motivate followers (Chemers, 2001; Yukl, 2001), it is imperative 
that leaders maintain credibility in the eyes of their direct reports. Poor ratings of leader 
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effectiveness often suggest relationship issues among leaders and subordinates (Dansereau, 
Graen, & Hagan, 1975; Murphy & Cleveland, 1991) which can significantly affect follower 
motivation, commitment, and performance (Sweetland, 1978; Gerstner & Day, 1997). It is clear 
that being viewed as ineffective by one’s direct reports is a serious leadership issue.  
Authenticity as a Potential Remedy 
A part of the answer to the question of how leaders may behave in a flexible manner 
while also being seen to be credible, trustworthy, and in turn effective by their direct reports, 
may be found in the extant leadership literature. In his discussion of contingency versus 
normative leadership theories Bass (2008) posits that flexible leaders may have a positive impact 
on subordinates only to the extent that the shifts in their behavior are meaningful and 
explainable. Ironically, this notion is also captured in early discussions of behavioral complexity, 
although the idea seems to have been lost in more recent work. Specifically, Denison, et al. 
(1995) acknowledge that “the test of a first-rate leader may be the ability to exhibit contrary or 
opposing behaviors (as appropriate or necessary) while still retaining some measure of integrity, 
credibility, and direction” (p526). However, while these ideas are present in many works, to date 
there has been no empirical formulation of how behaviorally differentiated leaders may actually 
achieve this balance.  
Viewed holistically it is suggested that first rate leadership requires the ability to respond 
to competing organizational demands but in a way that is explainable, understandable and 
ultimately credible to others (Dension et al. 1995; Bass, 2008). Viewed from this vantage point, 
the challenge then is not whether to behave flexibly or consistently, but instead to find a way to 
help others understand the motives and need for variable behavior when in a managerial-
leadership role. Some inconsistency in managerial behavior is inevitable and indeed necessary to 
   
 
14 
be effective in the modern day organization. Whether such variability is viewed in a negative 
light may depend in part on how the leader helps followers understand these needs. It is posited 
here that one way a leader can do this is to acknowledge variability and be transparent about the 
need for such behavior in the present context (cf. Simons, 2002). It is in this light that leader 
authenticity becomes essential.  
Authentic leadership is a relatively new construct that is at the vanguard of a revolution 
looking at the most positive aspects of leadership. Authentic leaders are:  
“deeply aware of how they think and behave and are perceived by others as 
being aware of their own and others’ values/moral perspectives, knowledge, 
and strengths; aware of the context in which they operate; and who are 
confident, hopeful, optimistic, resilient, and of high moral character” (Avolio,  
Luthans, and Walumbwa, 2004, p. 4).  
Such leaders are transparent and more open with their followers, two behaviors that have been 
shown to be essential to the formation and maintenance of effective relationships. Greater 
communication transparency has been linked with more positive leader-follower relationships 
and higher follower motivation (Kay & Christophel, 1995), increased job satisfaction (Burke & 
Wilcox, 1969; Klauss & Bass, 1982; Korsgaard et al., 2002; Weiss, 2002), greater role clarity 
(Klauss & Bass, 1982; Wilson & Malik, 1995), more positive peer relationships (Myers, Knox, 
Pawlowski, & Ropog, 1999), and increased trust and organizational citizenship behaviors 
(Vogelgesang, 2007; Korsgaard et al., 2002). Transparent leaders allow others to understand 
their motives for particular patterns of behavior and as a result instill higher levels of trust in 
their followers (Gardner et al., 2005; Hughes, 2005; Korsgaard et al., 2002; Mayer & Gavin, 
2005; Rogers, 1987). Such transparency may allow direct reports to move beyond the surface 
   
 
15 
level calculations that result in flexible leaders being perceived as insincere, to a much deeper 
level where motives, values and needs are considered.  
There are four components of authentic leadership: self-awareness, relational 
transparency, balanced processing and internalized moral perspective, which collectively may 
help address followers’ needs for both consistency and transparency. Clapp-Smith, Vogelgesan 
& Avey (2009) suggest that the exhibition of these four attributes can help foster greater trust 
between leaders and followers because these behaviors illustrate accommodation, consideration, 
and communication (p.231). Similarly, Walumbwa, Wang, Wang, Schaubroeck & Avolio (2010) 
propose that these components of AL enable followers to “more accurately assess the 
competence and morality of the leader’s actions” (p.901). It is these attributes that make 
authentic leadership the potential remedy for the challenges outlined thus far.  
Integrating Two Essential Leadership Attributes 
The central premise of this paper is that both flexibility and authenticity are required for 
effective managerial-leadership. While we need flexible leaders who can perform a range of 
roles with requisite variety depending on organizational need, we also need to understand how 
effective leaders do this without damaging their relationships with others. Indeed just as research 
has long shown that leaders must do more than just respond to changing task conditions (e.g. 
Blake & Mouton, 1964), it seems that effective managerial-leadership necessitates more than just 
the ability to be behaviorally complex. In fact behavioral complexity can be seen as a necessary, 
but insufficient, condition for effective managerial-leadership. It is necessary as leaders must 
respond to the various demands and challenges they face in today’s organizations but insufficient 
as it alone may damage trust and more broadly leader-follower relationships. It is proposed here 
that in order for behavioral complexity, defined in terms of BR & BD, to be a truly effective 
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leadership attribute, it must be coupled with other more relationship oriented leadership 
attributes. 
This work has both theoretical and practical contributions. On the theory side, this paper 
seeks to follow the lead of recent work that has sought to integrate moral, ethical and positive 
approaches with more dominant leadership theories (e.g. Parry, 2002; Hooijberg & Lane, 2005) 
by exploring possible synergies between authentic and flexible leadership. While the concepts of 
trust, behavioral complexity and authenticity are all well established and accepted components of 
effective leadership, no framework or model has been presented for how these elements interact 
and work together to enhance or inhibit one another. In a field of many disparate theories, such 
integration is an important theoretical contribution. This integrations also has practical 
significance as it can help clarify how these elements of leadership should be discussed and 
taught within our organizations. Currently, the dual emphasis placed on both of these aspects of 
leadership (AL and BC) leads to confusion. As a field we simultaneously emphasize the need to 
be both flexible and authentic, but pay little attention to how these two elements interact and 
ultimately fit together. Leaders are left to wrestle with how they may flexibly react to changing 
organizational demands while simultaneously operating in a way that feels authentic, both to 
them personally and others externally. This lack of integration is much like giving current and 
would-be leaders the pieces of a jig-saw puzzle but with no picture to emulate. Some will 
ultimately assemble the pieces by luck or skill, but many will be left holding the pieces and 
trying to reconcile two seemingly contradictory ideas. It is hoped that this work can make a small 
contribution by beginning to paint this picture, connecting three currently disparate pieces of the 
leadership jigsaw.  
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- CHAPTER TWO - 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Overview  
This chapter begins with a brief introduction to the theoretical model that will be tested 
empirically in this paper. This model serves as an outline for what follows. First, the extant 
literature on leader behavioral complexity will be reviewed in order to highlight the inconsistent 
findings linking the construct to perceptions of leader effectiveness. This evidence serves as the 
foundation for a review of the trust literature, specifically the important role that trust plays in 
leadership and how leader behavioral complexity may significantly influence follower 
evaluations of leader trustworthiness. This is followed by a review of Authentic Leadership 
Theory and the potential connections between this construct and the previous two. The chapter 
concludes with a summary of the hypotheses to be tested. 
Introduction to the Theoretical Model 
The relationship between behavioral complexity (BC) and perceived leader effectiveness 
is a complicated one. Evidence suggests that the two components of behavioral complexity, that 
is behavioral repertoire (BR) and behavioral differentiation (BD), are perceived differently by 
others depending on their relationship with the leader (Hooijberg, 1996; Pavett & Lau, 1982; 
Denison et al., 1995; Wu et al., 2010). However, to date no theoretical or empirical model has 
been put forth to explain these findings.  
The following model (see Figure 2) proposes that authentic leadership behavior 
moderates the relationship between behaviorally complex leader behavior and direct report 
evaluations of leader trustworthiness. When authenticity is absent, evidence suggests the two 
components of behavioral complexity as defined in this paper, that is behavioral repertoire (BR) 
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and behavioral differentiation (BD), have qualitatively different effects on follower perceptions 
of leader trustworthiness. In isolation, BR likely increases the extent to which a leader is deemed 
trustworthy while BD likely decreases the extent to which a leader is deemed trustworthy. These 
trust-building and trust-eroding effects of BR and BD explain past research which has found that 
direct reports rate leaders with a broad BR as more effective, but behaviorally differentiated 
leaders as less effective (Hooijberg, 1996; Pavett & Lau, 1982; Denison et al., 1995). It is 
proposed that leader authenticity fundamentally alters this relationship. When leaders are 
authentic, direct reports better understand the motives and need for their leaders’ changeable and 
differentiated behavior which in turn helps provide a sense of predictability and protects the trust 
that exists in the relationship. Such authentic and flexible leadership, depicted in figure 2, may 
not only be viewed as more effective, but may also have a positive effect on direct report 
performance as well.  The following sections provide support for these assertions and elaborate 
on the relationships outlined in this model.   
Figure 2. Proposed Theoretical Model 
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Behavioral Repertoire, Behavioral Differentiation, and Leader Effectiveness 
The ability to enact a broad number of organizational roles seems to be universally 
viewed as an effective leadership capability. Leaders with broad behavioral repertoires (BR) are 
consistently rated as higher performers (Lawrence et al., 2009; Morse & Wagner, 1978) and 
more effective (Hooijberg, 1996; Pavett & Lau, 1982; Denison et al., 1995) by their superiors, 
direct reports and peers alike. These findings make intuitive sense. As we often attribute 
leadership qualities to those who we deem most competent in a particular domain, it is 
understandable why we would consistently view leaders who can simply ‘do more of everything’ 
as more effective than those who cannot. In terms of BR the evidence seems clear: followers 
consistently view leaders with a large BR more positively than leaders who are able to enact 
fewer organizational roles.   
However, the picture is less clear for leaders who are seen to enact these behaviors 
differently across contexts and situations. Two studies that have looked specifically at the 
behavioral differentiation component of behavioral complexity have each generated the same 
seemingly counterintuitive result. The first of these studies, conducted by Hooijberg (1996), 
found that peers, supervisors, and direct reports can perceive leader behavioral differentiation 
very differently. The authors asked each rater group to rate the frequency with which they saw a 
target leader perform a variety of leadership functions based on Quinn’s (1984) CVF (the four 
functions used were people, adaptive, task and stability). The authors operationalized BD as the 
variance within responses of these rater groups arguing that high variance indicated that different 
raters saw the leader behave in different ways and therefore suggested differentiated leader 
behavior, while low variance indicated that all raters saw the leader behaving in the same way, 
suggesting undifferentiated behavior. The authors found that differentiated behavior was 
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positively related to ratings of effectiveness when the ratings were completed by the leader’s 
supervisor, but negatively related ratings of leader effectiveness when they were completed by 
the leader’s subordinates and peers. Specifically, high variance on the adaptive (upper right) and 
people (upper left) functions of the CVF were accompanied by lower subordinate evaluations of 
leader effectiveness (see Figure 1 for reference). For peers, high variance on the task and people 
functions resulted in lower leader effectiveness evaluations. This suggests that supervisors view 
differentiated behavior on behalf of the leaders below them as effective, but that subordinates 
view differentiated behavior on the part of their manager/leader as ineffective. 
A study by Wu et al. (2010) supports the idea that when rating someone in a higher 
power position we may view differentiated behavior negatively. Using a five-item self-report 
measure of behavioral differentiation the authors assessed the relationship between supply 
manager’s self-reported degree of BC (both BR and BD) and the level of trust, satisfaction and 
commitment felt by their suppliers (who can be considered a proxy for a direct reports given 
their low power status in the relationship). The results again indicated that BR and BD have 
opposite effects. Supply manager’s self-reported degrees of BR and BD did predict the 
relationship quality (the level of trust, satisfaction and commitment) experienced by the 
suppliers. As predicted, managers who reported having more diverse behavioral repertoires did 
have better quality relationships with their suppliers than those with less diverse behavioral 
repertoires. However, the opposite was true for behaviorally differentiated managers. Suppliers 
of managers who reported being more differentiated in their behavior reported lower levels of 
trust, satisfaction and commitment to the relationship than those who worked with less 
differentiated managers.  
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Taken in concert, the findings of both Hooijberg (1996) and Wu et al. (2010) suggest that 
others can perceive variable and differentiated behavior negatively. Both authors offer similar 
explanations for these findings and suggest that the key factor in determining whether 
differentiated behavior is viewed positively or negatively is likely the extent to which the 
observer (in this case the leader’s direct reports) understands and values such behavior. 
Hooijberg (1996, p942) concludes that direct reports may “interpret the variation in their 
manager’s behavior to reflect inconsistent behavior, which in turn, affects their impressions of 
their managers effectiveness negatively”, while superiors might consider the variation of their 
subordinate managers to be consistent with the demands of the situation. Wu et al. (2010) 
support this interpretation, suggesting that changeable behavior may be viewed as insincere and 
inconsistent and therefore have a negative impact on others’ perceptions of effectiveness. Both 
conclusions suggest that there is something inherent to the subordinate (or low-power) position 
that makes them sensitive to variable behavior. This idea is supported by other research that has 
demonstrated the importance direct reports place on consistent leader behavior (Heilman, et al., 
1984; Staw & Ross, 1980; Graves, 1985; Aldag & Brief, 1977) and highlights that, where direct 
reports are concerned, behavioral complexity may be a double-edged sword.   
Proposition 1: By proxy of being able to perform a greater number of organizational roles, 
leaders with a broad behavioral repertoire are perceived as more effective by their direct 
reports 
Proposition 2: Leaders who are behaviorally differentiated are perceived as less effective 
by their direct reports because they vary their behavior and, as a result, are perceived as 
less predictable and less consistent.  
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 The previous propositions set the stage for a serious leadership challenge that has yet to 
be studied directly. As a leader you inevitably need to vary your behavior across situation and 
person. Organizational life requires leaders who are flexible and able to enact multiple roles in 
differentiated ways in order to remain effective. However, as has been discussed, such 
differentiated behavior seems to have a serious negative effect on the very people that leaders 
need in order to be effective, their direct reports. Given the inherently interdependent nature of 
most organizations, a natural question a leader might pose is how can they ensure that flexibility 
does not come at the expense of their relationships with their followers?  
The Importance of Trust 
The answer to this question may be found in a leaders ability to build and maintain trust 
in their relationships. Trust is an essential element in the smooth functioning of leader-follower 
relationships (Burke, Sims, Lazzara, & Salas, 2007; Gillespie & Mann, 2004; McAllister, 1995) 
and is particularly important for effective functioning in teams and organizations where tasks are 
complex, unstructured, and require high levels of interdependence, cooperation and information 
sharing (Creed & Miles, 1996; Zand, 1972). Research consistently shows that the level of trust 
followers have in their leader influences their attitudes, behaviors and performance. Trust 
influences follower satisfaction with their leader, willingness to follow, intentions to quit, 
communication quality, discretionary effort, organizational commitment, and job performance 
(Connell, Ferres, & Travaglione, 2003; Corbitt & Martz, 2003; Costa, 2003; Burke et al., 2007; 
Dirks & Ferrin, 2002).  
Follower evaluations of leader trustworthiness and effectiveness are also inextricably 
linked (Bass, 1990; Hogan, Curphy, & Hogan, 1994). Research by Gillespie and Mann (2004) 
and Harris and Hogan (1992) suggest that a leader’s trustworthiness may be the single most 
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important factor in subordinates’ judgments of his or her effectiveness. Empirically, Harris and 
Hogan have shown that subordinate ratings of manager effectiveness are largely influenced by 
judgments of integrity and trust while Gillespie and Mann have found a .73 correlation between 
team members' trust in their leader and the team members' evaluation of that leader's 
effectiveness. It is clear that when an individual comes to evaluate the effectiveness of his/her 
leader, they are strongly influenced by the degree to which they trust them.  
Proposition 3: Direct report evaluations of leader trustworthiness are related to 
perceptions of leader effectiveness such that leaders who are perceived as more 
trustworthy are be deemed to be more effective.  
Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman (1995) define trust as “the willingness of a party to be 
vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the expectation that the other will perform a 
particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that 
other party” (p.712). Inherent in this definition is the idea that trust involves an expectation that 
the other party will behave in a certain way, and that when those expectations are met, the trustee 
will be vulnerable to that individual. Such expectations are borne in part out of the belief that 
future behavior will reflect past behavior. When such predictability exists, we are more prone to 
trust and to give ourselves over to the will, demands and actions of others.  
This condition of predictability is obviously at odds with the very essence of flexible and 
adaptive leadership, and specifically the notion of behavioral differentiation. Behaviorally 
differentiated leaders alter their behavior to meet the demands of the situation at hand and thus, 
in the extreme, employ an ever-changing constellation of behaviors and roles to accomplish 
organizational goals. Such changeable and dynamic behavior may be necessary to respond to 
competing organizational demands but it may also damage trust by limiting the extent to which 
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followers feel that they can predict their leader’s behavior. When we feel we cannot predict 
another’s behavior, it is hard to fully trust that person, and by definition be vulnerable. When 
trust does not exist it will be difficult for any individual to lead effectively (Bennis, 1976).  
Leader Behavior and Trustworthiness 
To explore how behavioral repertoire and behavioral differentiation may affect follower 
trust it must be understood how followers make inferences about a leader’s trustworthiness from 
his or her behavior. Numerous authors suggest that we make inference about the trustworthiness 
of others based on the extent to which their behavior demonstrates a desirable level of ability, 
benevolence, and integrity (Mayer et al., 1995; Gill, Boies, Finegan, & McNally, 2005; 
Schoorman, Mayer, & Davis, 2007; Burke et al., 2007). From a leader-follower standpoint, 
followers may use observations of their leader’s behavior to help them form evaluations of that 
leader’s competence, character, and the nature of his or her personal relationship with them. 
Importantly, while these inferences may combine to form an overall assessment that leader’s 
trustworthiness, each may vary independently of the other (Mayer et al., 1995). It is proposed 
here that the reason why BR and BD are perceived so differently by direct reports is due to the 
fact that each affects leader trustworthiness in a fundamentally different way.  
The first behaviors we look for when making inferences about the trustworthiness of others 
are those that demonstrate competence, or ability. Ability refers to “the group of skills, 
competencies, and characteristics that enable a party to have influence within some specific 
domain. The domain of the ability is specific because the trustee may be highly competent in 
some technical area, affording that person trust on tasks related to that area” (Mayer, et al., 1995, 
p717). Here, of course, the domain of interest is leadership and what it is that effective leaders 
do. As has been discussed, behavioral complexity theory asserts that effective leadership is 
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determined by the extent to which leaders are able to play multiple organizational roles and 
employ them as necessary.  It is reasonable to assert that the more behaviorally complex a leader 
is, or more specifically the broader the leader’s behavioral repertoire, the more competent they 
will be viewed by their direct reports. Leaders who are able to play multiple roles will likely be 
deemed competent by their direct reports and therefore deemed trustworthy in this regard. By 
contrast, leaders who are able to play fewer roles, or have a smaller behavioral repertoire, will be 
viewed as less competent and thus less trustworthy.  
Proposition 4: BR is positively related to direct report perceptions of leader ability and 
will positively affects ratings of leader effectiveness. 
We also make inferences about the trustworthiness of others based on the extent to which 
they demonstrate benevolence. Benevolence is defined as the “extent to which a trustee is 
believed to want to do good to the trustor, aside from an egocentric profit motive. Benevolence 
suggests that the trustee has some specific attachment to the trustor. Benevolence is the 
perception of a positive orientation of the trustee toward the trustor” (Mayer et al., 1995, p718). 
In addition to observing a leader’s behavior in order to make inferences about his or her ability to 
perform various roles, followers also look to make judgments about the nature of their individual 
relationship with the leader. Benevolent behavior communicates to a follower that a leader is 
concerned with his/her well being and development, and that he/she genuinely cares about 
him/her (Conger, Kanungo, & Menon, 2000; Gillespie & Mann, 2004; Caldwell & Hayes, 2007). 
Leaders who display a consultative approach to leadership engender greater levels of trust with 
their followers (see Korsgaard, Schweiger, & Sapienza, 1995; Gillespie and Mann, 2004; 
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, and Fetter, 1990) by making them feel valued and appreciated 
and by giving them the opportunity to voice opinions and concerns (Burke et al., 2007). 
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According to Whitener, Brodt, Korsgaard and Werner (1998) benevolence has three 
components: “(1) showing consideration and sensitivity for employees' needs and interests, (2) 
acting in a way that protects employees' interests, and (3) refraining from exploiting others for 
the benefit of one's own interests” (p.516). Leaders with a broad BR are likely to display these 
behaviors to some degree. Quinn’s (1984) CVF emphasizes the importance of mentoring and 
facilitating, two roles that are examples of benevolent behavior. The mentor role emphasizes the 
need for leaders to show consideration for individual needs, while the facilitator role calls on the 
leader to encourage followers to share ideas in order to build consensus. Enacting both these 
roles effectively will increase the likelihood of being seen as benevolent and as a result it is 
likely that leaders’ with broad behavioral repertoires are seen as more trustworthy in this regard.  
Proposition 5: BR is positively related to direct report perceptions of leader benevolence 
and positively affects ratings of leader effectiveness. 
The final inferences we make about others when evaluating their trustworthiness are those 
that give insight into their integrity. Mayer et al., (1995) propose that the relationship between 
integrity and trust “involves the trustor's perception that the trustee adheres to a set of principles 
that the trustor finds acceptable” (p.719), and that issues, such as the consistency of the leader’s 
past actions, the belief that the leader has a strong sense of justice, and the extent to which the 
leader’s actions are congruent with his or her words, all affect the degree to which the party is 
judged to have integrity. This is echoed by Whitener et al., (1998) who propose that consistency 
in behavior over time, in terms of both words and actions, is an important determinant of trust in 
relationships.    
While there is no reason to expect that BR would undermine follower perceptions of leader 
integrity, there is reason to suggest the BD would. The emphasis on behavioral consistency 
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contained in the above discussion of integrity is in direct contrast with a leader’s ability to alter 
their behavior to meet different task and social demands. For example, a team leader may 
perceive the need to take a predominately coaching role with one team member but be more 
directive with another. Such a leader would be demonstrating behavioral differentiation but may 
be evaluated as playing favorites, inconsistent or more generally as lacking integrity. Followers 
who perceive variable behavior in this way will likely feel that their leader lacks integrity and as 
a result may be less willing to fully commit to goals set forth by the leader. In this instance, the 
perceived lack of integrity will have a very real impact on direct reports willingness to follow.  
Proposition 6: BD is negatively related to direct report perceptions of leader integrity and 
adversely affects ratings of leader effectiveness. 
The proposition that leader behavioral differentiation and behavioral repertoire each drive 
opposite inference of leader trustworthiness may help explain prior research that finds BR to 
have a positive effect on leadership effectiveness but BD to have a negative effect (Hooijberg, 
1996; Wu et al. 2009, Simmons, 2001). However, these propositions do not answer the question 
of how these three evaluations of leader trustworthiness come together to influence followers 
overall trust and evaluations of their leader. This question is important in order to understand the 
full effect of leader behavioral complexity on followers.   
Research by Lapidot, Kark & Shamir (2007) shows that inferences about a leader’s ability, 
benevolence and integrity can influence trust in different ways. Lapidot et al. show that 
inferences around integrity and ability are most likely to erode trust whereas acts of benevolence 
are most influential in building it. The authors suggest this is because followers have differing 
expectations of the leader in each of these instances. They posit that follower’s possess a-priori 
expectations of both integrity and ability in their leaders based on the belief that institutions 
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choose leaders that have demonstrated these characteristics. After all, most institutions select 
leaders based on their ability to perform in a role and based on the assumption that their past 
behavior will be somewhat consistent with, and therefore predictive of, their future behavior. As 
a result, direct reports may assume that all leaders possess adequate degrees of ability and 
integrity, and thus any additional demonstration of such behavior merely serves to confirm 
existing beliefs rather than enhancing trust in any meaningful way. However, if leaders violate 
these a-priori expectations, perhaps by behaving erratically, followers will be forced to revaluate 
their position. For example, if there is sufficient evidence to suggest that a leader does not 
possess the requisite integrity, then followers may begin to lose trust.  
On the other hand no such a-priori expectations exist regarding the benevolence of 
organizational leader. Lapidot et al. (2007) propose that as benevolence involves a personal 
attachment between the leader and the follower, it falls outside the realm of initial expectations. 
Followers do not enter into a relationship expecting such a personal attachment, but they may 
enter the relationship hoping for one. Hence, the absence of this quality is unlikely to erode trust, 
but its presence will help build it. Followers may be more prone to looking for leader behaviors 
that indicate benevolence exists but are unlikely to be hurt if they are not found. The salient point 
where benevolence is concerned is that as no a priori expectations exist, there is less harm if 
these expectations are not met.   
The work of Lapidot et al. (2007) also demonstrates that cases of trust building and erosion 
are not equal and that cases of trust erosion are more salient to individuals than cases of trust 
building. This finding mirrors broader research that has shown negative stimuli to be more 
powerful than their positive counterparts (e.g. Gottman, Murray, Swanson, Tyson, & Swanson, 
2002; Losada, 1999). Given this, it is proposed that the negative effect of BD on perceptions of 
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integrity may trump the positive effect of BR on perceptions of ability and benevolence. Stated 
another way, while leaders with broad behavioral repertoires may be seen as very able (and to a 
smaller extent benevolent), this will be overshadowed by the negative impact that behavioral 
differentiation has on follower perceptions of integrity. A leader who is seen as able to perform 
more roles effectively will likely confirm their follower’s a-priori expectations that they are 
competent individuals. The leader may also play certain roles that build perceptions of 
benevolence. However, both these elements will be vastly overshadowed when follower 
expectations of integrity are not met. This will likely be the case when leaders are significantly 
differentiated in their behavior. As a result the net effect of behavioral complexity on trust will 
likely be negative.  
Proposition 7: The negative effect of leader behavioral differentiation on direct report 
perceptions of leader integrity outweigh the positive effect of leader behavioral repertoire 
on direct report perceptions of ability and benevolence.  
The above discussion posits that the very notion of flexible leadership when defined as 
the varied enactment of leadership roles across situation and context may be flawed when we 
consider the effect it has on leaders’ most important constituent group – their followers. Integrity 
is essential to effective leadership but this important quality is undermined by variable behavior. 
Given leaders must vary their behavior to some extent in order to respond to competing 
organizational demands the question that remains is how can a leader remain flexible while 
retaining the trust of their direct reports. It is proposed here that authenticity may provide the 
answer.  
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The Role of Authenticity 
Hooijberg (1996) suggests that superior’s rate behaviorally differentiated leaders more 
effectively because they have a better understanding of the demands placed on these leaders. By 
contrast, due to their organizational position, direct reports do not have this same privilege and, 
as a result, can lack the necessary understanding of the motives, value, and need for changeable 
behavior on the part of their leader. Changeable behavior is viewed negatively because direct 
reports are simply unable to see all the pressures that are placed on their leaders and can easily 
regard flexible behavior as demonstrations of inconsistency and incompetence. These 
perceptions feed negative evaluations of leader integrity and, in turn, damage trust. From this 
perspective, the key determinant of whether flexibility is seen positively or negatively may be 
the extent to which the other party understands the need for such behavior. It is for this reason 
that leader authenticity is the perfect antidote.  
Forming at the intersection of the leadership, ethics, and positive organizational behavior 
literatures, authentic leadership theory is concerned in part with a leader’s ability to be aware of 
his/her own behavior and the impact of that behavior on others (Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, 
Wernsing, & Peterson, 2008). Walumbwa et al. (2008) define authentic leadership as “a pattern 
of leader behavior that draws upon and promotes both positive psychological capacities and a 
positive ethical climate, to foster greater self-awareness, an internalized moral perspective, 
balanced processing of information, and relational transparency on the part of leaders working 
with followers, fostering positive self-development.” (p. 94). In this definition the authors build 
on the theoretical work of numerous scholars (e.g. Kernis, 2003; Ilies et al., 2005; Gardner, 
Avolio, Luthans, May, & Walumbwa, 2005) to propose that authentic leadership is made up of 
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four essential components: self-awareness, relational transparency, balanced processing and 
internalized moral perspective.  
Self-awareness involves both internal and external referents (Walumbwa, et al., 2010). 
Internally, self-aware leaders have self-knowledge, understanding how they make meaning in the 
world as well as their own strengths, weaknesses, and motives (Walumbwa, et al., 2008; 2010). 
Externally, self-aware leaders are cognizant of their reflected self-image, specifically how they 
are perceived by others and the impact they have on their followers (Kernis, 2003). Relational 
transparency refers to presenting one’s authentic self (as opposed to a fake or distorted self) to 
others (Walumbwa, et al., 2008). Relationally transparent leaders openly share information and 
express true thoughts and feelings while minimizing displays of inappropriate emotions (Kernis, 
2003; Walumbwa, et al., 2010). Balanced processing refers to leaders who show that they 
objectively analyze all relevant data before coming to a decision, soliciting input and ideas from 
others in order to consider multiple angles, arguments and viewpoints (Gardner et al., 2005; 
Walumbwa, et al., 2010). Finally, leaders with an internalized moral perspective are those who 
possess internal moral standards and values and who openly use these to guide behavior even in 
the face of group, organizational, and societal pressures (Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Gardner et al., 
2005). The constellation of these four attributes results in authentic leadership behavior. 
Authentic leadership has been strongly linked to follower perceptions of leader 
trustworthiness.  For example, Norman, Avolio, & Luthans (2010) have found that leader 
transparency significantly predicts follower trust in their leader, while Walumbwa, Luthans, 
Avey, & Oke (2011) have shown that AL drives group trust and in turn group-level performance. 
Elsewhere, Walumbwa et al. (2010) have shown that authentic leadership is positively related to 
follower’s level of identification with their supervisor and feelings of empowerment, an 
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important finding as prior research suggests that when followers identify with their immediate 
supervisors, they become more trusting (Podsakoff et al., 1990). Finally, Clapp-Smith et al., 
(2009) showed that, at the group level, trust in leadership partially mediates the relationship 
between AL and retail store sales performance. Taken on the whole, the recent research suggests 
that authentic leadership has a significant positive effect on the nature of the leader-follower 
relationship, especially the level of trust followers have in their leaders.  
Proposition 8: Authentic leadership is positively related to trust such that authentic leaders 
engender more trusting relationships with their followers.  
Integrating Authentic Leadership, Behavioral Complexity and Trustworthiness 
It is posited here that authentic leader behavior serves as an antidote to the negative effect 
of differentiated leader behavior. This is because authentic leaders naturally address the two 
elements direct reports need in order to better understand differentiated behavior: increased 
transparency and a sense of consistency. In terms of transparency, authentic leaders are aware of 
their own behavior and the impact it has on others. They are more likely to openly share 
information, make personal disclosures and express true thoughts and feelings with others. They 
are more open to considering others' viewpoints, restraining personal biases, and explaining 
decision-making processes (Walumbwa et al., 2010). By allowing others a window into ones 
decision making processes, leader behavior becomes more transparent. Direct reports of 
authentic leaders have a greater understanding of their leader and greater empathy for the 
conflicting demands of their role. As a result, followers feel less ambiguity and a greater sense of 
fairness regarding the leader’s behavior. Research supports these assertions. Leaders who are 
more open in their communications have been found to be more trustworthy (Whitener, et al., 
1998; Korsgaard et al., 2002) and form better relationships with their followers (Kay & 
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Christophel, 1995). Even in cases of downsizing, events that are commonly characterized by 
secrecy and inconsistent leader behavior, communication openness has been tied to more 
positive evaluations of leader performance (Mullaney, 1989; Tourish, Paulsen, Hobman, & 
Bordia, 2004).  
In terms of providing a sense of consistency, authentic leadership behavior may make 
behavioral differentiation a non-issue by helping their followers redefine how they evaluate 
leader behavior. Leaders with a strong internalized moral perspective display a greater personal 
drive for integrity (Walumbwa, et al. 2008; Palanski & Yammarino, 2009; Luftans & Avolio, 
2003), resulting in greater consistency between words and actions, and an adherence to a set of 
principles shared by the follower (Burke, et al. 2007; Mayer & Gavin, 2005; Mayer et al., 1995). 
Leaders who are clear on their values, and who share those values with others may alter the 
expectations of their followers, redefining consistency as the adherence to a set of higher-order 
values and norms rather than predictability of specific behaviors. This is, in part, what O’Toole 
(1995) suggests in his discussion of values based leadership, arguing convincingly that such 
leadership is not a function of technique but rather a function of attitudes and ideas (p71). Of 
relevance here is the idea that leaders who share their goals, aspirations and values elevate the 
bar against which they are measured, encouraging followers to evaluate them against a higher 
standard rather than the more minute specifics of their behavior. Direct reports who are aware of 
what their leader stands for will be less concerned with the specific details of their behavior and 
more so with the overall pattern. As long as this pattern is understood by the follower and 
connected to broader values and objectives, variable behavior will be less of an issue.  
Clapp-Smith et al. (2009) suggest that “the exhibition by an authentic leader of self-
awareness, relational transparency, a moral/ethical perspective, and a consistent and balanced 
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method of weighing information and decision outcomes can be expected to foster a trusting 
relationship with followers because these behaviors illustrate accommodation, consideration, and 
communication” (p.231). Similarly, Walumbwa et al. (2010) propose that these components of 
AL enable followers to “more accurately assess the competence and morality of the leader’s 
actions” (p.901). In this light, AL may serve as the perfect antidote to BD. While BD may 
damage follower perceptions of leader integrity, AL may enhance it. Leaders who are more 
transparent and open will be more likely to share the conflicting demands they feel subjected to. 
They will frame the organizational environment in which they are operating and provide direct 
reports with an understanding of the motives for their actions. Such transparency and 
understanding will qualitatively shift how direct reports perceive changeable behavior on the part 
of their leader enhancing rather than damaging perceptions of leader integrity. Leaders who are 
both behaviorally complex and authentic will thus be viewed as possessing high ability, 
benevolence and integrity. Direct reports will trust such leaders implicitly, enhancing their ability 
to be effective in their roles.  
Proposition 9: Authentic leadership moderates the relationship between leader behavioral 
complexity and trustworthiness. When behaviorally complex leaders are authentic, both 
their broad repertoire and differentiated behavior will be viewed as the demonstration of 
trustworthiness by direct reports. When behaviorally complex leaders are not authentic, a 
broad repertoire will enhance perceptions of trustworthiness but behavioral differentiation 
will erode perceptions of trustworthiness.  
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Statement of Hypotheses 
Specific hypotheses concerning the relationship of behavioral complexity and authentic 
leadership to leader trustworthiness and leader effectiveness are stated below. These hypotheses 
are depicted in the proposed theoretical model outlined in Figure 3.  
Figure 3. Proposed Theoretical Model and Hypothesized Relationships 
 
Hypothesis 1: Behavioral repertoire (BR) is a significant positive predictor of leader 
trustworthiness. Compared to individuals with a low BR, leaders with a high BR are seen as 
more trustworthy. 
Hypothesis 1a: BR is a significant positive predictor of follower evaluations of leader 
ability. Compared to individuals with a low behavioral repertoire, leaders with a high behavioral 
repertoire are seen as more able. 
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Hypothesis 1b: BR is a significant positive predictor of follower evaluations of leader 
benevolence. Compared to individuals with a low behavioral repertoire, leaders with a high 
behavioral repertoire are seen as more benevolent. 
Hypothesis 2: Behavioral differentiation (BD) is a significant negative predictor of 
leader trustworthiness. Compared to individuals low in BD, leaders high in BD are seen as less 
trustworthy. 
Hypothesis 2a: BD is a significant negative predictor of follower evaluations of leader 
integrity. Compared to individuals low in BD, leaders high in BD are seen as possessing less 
integrity. 
Hypothesis 3: Authentic leadership (AL) moderates the relationship between behavioral 
differentiation and leader trustworthiness. When leaders are high in AL, BD has no effect on 
leader trustworthiness. When leaders are low in AL, BD has a negative effect on leader 
trustworthiness.  
Hypothesis 4: Leader trustworthiness is a significant positive predictor of leader 
effectiveness. Leaders who are perceived to be more trustworthy are more effective than those 
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- CHAPTER THREE - 
METHODOLOGY 
Participants and Procedure 
Two convenience samples were used to test the hypotheses outlined in the previous 
chapter. Participants in both samples were recruited via the researcher’s personal professional 
network and asked to respond to an online survey about leader behavior in the workplace. 
Sample 1 contains 230 respondents. In this sample each individual rated their current 
manager/leader and each rating was independent of one another, yielding 230 separate cases. 
Data from this sample allows hypotheses to be tested at the individual level by simply analyzing 
how each individual respondent rated his/her leader. To reflect this fact, this sample was 
classified as the “Direct report only” sample. In sample 2, 103 respondents completed the same 
survey but in this instance multiple respondents assessed the same leader. A total of 35 leaders 
were assessed in this sample, yielding 35 separate cases. Data from this sample allows 
hypotheses to be tested at the team level by analyzing how two or more individuals rated the 
same leader (the data aggregation procedure is outlined in Chapter 4).  This sample was 
classified as the “Team” sample. A graphic representation of these two samples is provided in 
Figure 4.  
Figure 4. Overview of Sampling Approach 
Sample 1: “Direct report only” sample  Sample 2: “Team” sample  
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Sample 1: Direct Report Only Sample. The Direct Report only sample was obtained 
via the researcher’s professional network primarily in the Northeastern United States. Volunteers 
were recruited electronically (via email invitation) to take an online survey. Survey invitations 
were targeted to individuals currently working at companies of sufficient size and complexity to 
assume that managerial/leadership behavior was of sufficient importance to organizational 
functioning. Initial invitations were sent to individuals working at a large financial services 
company, a luxury fashion brand and a consumer packaged goods company and participants 
were invited to forward the survey on to others who they thought might be eligible to, and 
interested in participating.  
Upon clicking the link contained in this initial invitation, survey respondents were 
directed to a web-based survey page. This and all subsequent survey pages were powered by 
Qualtrics survey software (www.qualtrics.com). The first page of the survey provided the study 
informed consent information, describing the overall research objectives and the risks and 
benefits of participation (see Appendix A). Participants were also given the researcher's contact 
information (phone and email) so they could ask questions about the study if necessary. If 
participants consented to the study, they were then taken to a second page where they were asked 
to confirm they met the basic eligibility criteria of the study (see Appendix B). These eligibility 
criteria ensured that respondents were currently employed in full-time roles where they reported 
directly to a manager or supervisor and had sufficient interaction with this individual to answer 
questions about their typical behavior. Individuals who did not consent to participate, or who 
indicated that they did not meet any of these criteria were directed to an online page thanking 
them for their time and explaining why they could not participate. 
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Individuals who were eligible to participate were directed to a survey that consisted of 
three parts. In Part I participants were asked to think about their current manager/supervisor and 
answer a series of questions about their behavior. This section included measures of leader 
behavioral repertoire, behavioral differentiation, authentic leadership & leader trustworthiness. In 
Part II participants answered basic questions about themselves, including several demographic 
questions, four items assessing propensity to trust and three items to assess the length and quality 
of their relationship with their manager. In Part III, participants were asked to assess their 
manager’s overall effectiveness using four items. While important to the overall study, Section II 
was used to separate the independent & dependent variables in an attempt to reduce the potential 
effects of common method bias, which is error that results from correlating variables measured 
using the same method (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). 
In total, 970 individuals accessed the survey; however, 770 respondents chose not to 
participate or only partially completed the survey, resulting in a final sample of 230 participants. 
This final group represented 24 different industries in both the public and private sectors, and 
more than 18 job functions (see Tables 1 & 2). The overall completion rate was 23.7%. Of the 
770 individuals who accessed but did not complete the survey, 79% did not agree to the 
informed consent (or quit the survey without responding to this page) and 21% did not provide 
complete responses (i.e. quit the survey after agreeing to the informed consent). No demographic 
data was collected on these groups and as a result there is no way of comparing how non-
respondents may differ from respondents. Further discussion regarding this high survey drop-off 
rate is provided in chapter 5.  
The demographics of the 230 participants who completed the survey in its entirety were: 
gender (male 37.4%, female 62.6%), age (20-24 5.2%, 25-34 40.9%, 35-44 19.6%, 45-54 20.9%, 
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55-64 9.1%, 65 or over 4.3%), highest level of education completed (associate's/technical degree 
or less 32.6%, bachelor's degree 56.1%, master's degree 10%, doctorate or equivalent 1.3%), 
race/ethnicity (Asian/Pacific Islander 14%, Black/African American 8.3%, White/Caucasian 
77.8%, Hispanic/Latino 6.1%, Native American 0.4%, Other/Multi-Racial 0.9%, Declined to 
respond 0.4%), and years work experience (1-2 years 6.9%, 2-5 years 9.6%, 5-10 years 24.3%, 
10 or more years 57.8%).  
Table 1. Direct Report Only Sample Industries 
Industry Frequency Percent 
Accounting 8 3.5% 
Aerospace/Aviation/Auto 3 1.3% 
Business/Professional Services 11 4.8% 
Computers (Hardware) 6 2.6% 
Consulting 5 2.2% 
Education 24 10.4% 
Engineering/Architecture 3 1.3% 
Entertainment 4 1.7% 
Finance/Banking/Insurance 8 3.5% 
Food Service 22 9.6% 
Government/Military 3 1.3% 
Healthcare/Medical 24 10.4% 
Legal 4 1.7% 
Manufacturing 14 6.1% 
Marketing 3 1.3% 
Media/Print/Publishing 3 1.3% 
Not-for-profit 7 3% 
Pharmaceutical/Chemical 2 0.9% 
Real Estate 4 1.7% 
Retail 33 14.3% 
Telecommunications 7 3% 
Utilities 1 0.4% 
Wholesale 4 1.7% 
Other 27 11.7% 
Total 230 100% 
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Table 2. Direct Report Only Sample Job Functions 
Job Function  Frequency Percent 
Accounting 12 5.2% 
Admin/Clerical 24 10.4% 
Advertisement 2 0.9% 
Communications 4 1.7% 
Consulting 4 1.7% 
Customer Service 22 9.6% 
Education/Training 19 8.3% 
Health Care 14 6.1% 
Human Resources 8 3.5% 
Legal 3 1.3% 
Logistics 5 2.2% 
Management 35 15.2% 
Operations 16 7% 
Real Estate 2 0.9% 
Research 3 1.3% 
Sales/Marketing 22 9.6% 
Science/Tech 9 3.9% 
Other 26 11.3% 
Total 230 100% 
 
Sample 2: Team Sample. The team sample consisted of employees from a large 
financial services company located in Northeastern United States. Participants completed the 
same survey as in Sample 1 and received the same instructions but in contrast to Sample 1, 
participants in this sample all worked for the same company and in the same function (customer 
service). Email invitations were sent to employees work email addresses.  
In total, 180 individuals accessed the survey; however, 77 respondents elected not to 
participate or only partially completed the survey, resulting in a final sample of 103 participants. 
The overall completion rate was 57.2%. Of those who did not complete the survey, 34% did not 
proceed past the informed consent page and 64% did not provide complete responses. It is 
believed the completion rate for this sample is higher than in Sample 1 because respondents in 
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this sample may have been aware of each other’s participation. While the research was not 
formally sponsored by the group’s senior leader (i.e. the researcher sent the same invitation out 
to Sample 2 as in Sample 1) it is likely that it was informally discussed by the group yielding a 
higher level of interest and some social pressure to complete the survey. Such interest and 
pressure could not have existed for Sample 1 where respondents had no awareness of each other. 
However, similar to sample 1, it is not possible to compare the profile of respondents to non-
respondents and the drop-off rate is likely best explained due to the formal and complicated 
nature of the survey.  
The demographics of the 103 participants who completed the survey in its entirety were: 
gender (male 70.9%, female 29.1%), age (20-24 27.2%, 25-34 27.2%, 35-44 38.8%, 45-54 
6.8%), highest level of education completed (high school/GED 53.5%, associate's/technical 
degree 42.7%, bachelor's degree 3.8%), race/ethnicity (Asian/Pacific Islander 1.9%, 
Black/African American 7.8%, White/Caucasian 70.9%, Hispanic/Latino 15.5%), and years 
work experience (1-2 years 14.6%, 2-5 years 29.1%, 5-10 years 23.3%, 10 or more years 33%). 
The 103 participants in this sample each worked for one of 35 managers in the organization and 
were part of the same work unit/team. As a result it was possible, and deemed appropriate to 
aggregate data to the team level (e.g. take the “average” across each individual who rated the 
same leader) and a total of 35 “team” observations were created from this data by combining the 
individual direct reports responses for the same focal manager. 
Such aggregation allows hypotheses to be tested at the team level and provides a 
summary of how a leader is viewed collectively by their team. On average, each team had 2.6 
individuals assessing the same manager; the smallest team had only 2 respondents rating the 
same manager while the largest had 5. It is important to note that due to the confidential nature 
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of the survey process team members had no formal way of knowing who had responded to the 
survey, or indeed how they had responded. However it is likely that respondents in this sample 
discussed this survey with each other and so team members may have been informally aware 
who had, and had not, participated in the study. The same is likely true of the team’s 
manager/leader.  
Measures  
 This section describes the measures included in the survey. Descriptive statistics and 
scale reliability statistics (Cronbach’s α) for both samples are presented in Tables 4 and 5 
respectively.  
IV-1 Behavioral Repertoire. The present study used the 16-item survey developed by 
Denison et al. (1995). Respondents were asked to assess the frequency with which their leader 
displays 16 distinct behaviors on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (almost never) to 7 (almost 
always) (see Appendix C). These 16 behavioral statements map to the eight distinct leadership 
roles (2-items per role) outlined in Quinn’s (1984) competing values framework and discussed in 
Chapter 2. These roles in turn combine to create four distinct quadrants, for example the 
innovator role and broker role combine to create the adaptive quadrant. Sample items include 
“experiments with new concepts and ideas” (innovator role) and “exerts upward influence in the 
organization” (broker role).  
This measure assesses the frequency with which a leader exhibits the range of roles 
associated with Quinn’s (1984) CVF. The greater number of roles a leader is seen to enact, the 
greater their behavioral repertoire. Consistent with prior research using this construct (e.g. 
Denison et al. 1995; Hooijberg, 1996) an overall BR score was calculated by taking the average 
of the means of each of the four quadrants. This score provides an assessment of the breadth and 
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depth of roles a leader is seen to employ but does not distinguish between the two. Higher scores 
represent a broader behavioral repertoire and lower scores represent a narrower repertoire. The 
scale produces a total score from 1 to 7 and yielded adequate overall reliability.  
IV-2 Behavioral Differentiation. In the Direct Report only sample, BD was measured 
using items developed by Wu et al. (2010) who conceptualized it as the extent to which a leader 
varies their behavior with different individuals and the extent to which a leader is seen to the 
behaviors in opposite quadrants of the CVF. Of the original 5-item scale, the two items that 
assess the former were included verbatim and three that assess the latter were re-worded and 
expanded to make them relevant to the present study. The referent of the scale was also changed 
from self to other (e.g. “adapt his/her behavior” instead of “adapt my behavior”), as this study 
required direct reports to rate their leaders.  
An additional 4 items were added to this measure to expand the BD concept and ensure 
the full breadth of variable leadership behavior was assessed. Specifically, two items were added 
to illustrate that differentiated leaders vary their behavior across situations as well as the person 
they are interacting with (e.g. “Plays different roles depending on the situation”) and a further 
two items were added to more directly assess the variability of manager behavior (e.g. “Is 
inconsistent in their behavior/approach to work”) (see Appendix D). Items were rated on a 5-
point Likert scale with options ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. 
Given the inclusion of these new items and to ensure they were suitable for inclusion in 
subsequent analyses, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted using data from the direct 
report only sample. This analysis suggested that two distinct factors existed across the nine 
items. This 2-factor solution explained 52.33% of the total variance in the items (see Table 3). 
Exploring the items in each factor highlights two distinct measures. The first factor captures the 
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range of roles outlined in Quinn’s (1984) circumplex model and the adaptive component of 
behavioral differentiation, specifically the ability of a leader to adapt his/her behavior effectively 
and appropriately depending on the situational demands. This factor captures the positive 
essence of the behavioral differentiation construct and is the most true to the original Wu et al., 
(2010) measure. This reliability for this scale was adequate (α=.84). Factor 2 captures the more 
negative elements of differentiated behavior and simply whether a leader is seen to vary their 
behavior or not. Factor 2 contains the 4 new items written specifically for this study plus an item 
from the original Wu et al. (2010) measure (“Plays different roles when working with different 
people”).  Despite showing weaker scale reliability (α=.61) this scale was included in subsequent 
analyses for exploratory purposes. Thus two BD scales were created for the Direct Report only 
sample. For both, higher scores indicate more differentiated leader behavior.  
A methodology proposed by Hooijberg (1996) was employed to measure BD at the Team 
level. Hooijberg (1996) explored leader behavioral complexity at the team level and 
conceptualized BD as the extent to which a leader varies his or her behavior across interactions 
with different raters. The author proposed that BD is reflected in the degree of variance present 
in ratings of a leader’s behavior by others. Large variance suggests that raters do not share a 
consistent view of their leader’s behavior and therefore that leader must exhibit behavioral 
differentiation. Conversely, low variance suggests that all raters see a target leader the same way, 
and therefore that leader must not exhibit behavioral differentiation. To measure this Hooijberg 
(1996) took the variance among each team members rating of their leader on each of the four BR 
quadrants and then squared the result. This yielded a measure of BD for each leader in each of 
the four quadrants. The same methodology was employed in the present study except an average 
of these four quadrants, across all raters, was taken to create an overall measure of behavioral 
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differentiation for each focal manager. This overall measure was created to reduce the 
complexity of the analysis and maintain statistical power when using the relatively small (N=35) 
team sample.   
Table 3. Standardized Loadings
a
 from Principal Components Analysis for Behavioral 
Differentiation Items (n=220) 
a. Results of rotated component matrix reported; rotation converged in 3 iterations. Extraction method was principal 
component analysis using promax rotation with Kaiser normalization. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of 
sampling adequacy was .797, Bartlett’s test of sphericity X 2 = 735.82, p < .01. 
b. Item loadings have been emboldened only for the factor on which they load most heavily. 
 
IV-3 Authentic Leadership. Authentic leadership was measured using Authentic 
Leadership Questionnaire or ALQ (Walumbwa et al., 2008; see Appendix E). The ALQ is a 16-
item questionnaire that measures four dimensions of Authentic Leadership (self-awareness, 






Behavioral Differentiation Positive (BD-P) (α =.84)   
May go from influencing change and innovation to encouraging stability & 
monitoring process 
0.793 -0.033 
Adapts his/her behavior to work effectively with different people 0.78 0.039 
Emphasizes the importance of adhering to procedure as well as generating new 
ideas and ways of operating 
0.775 -0.174 
Adjusts his/her approach to relate to different individuals 0.744 0.15 
May go from mentoring and facilitating to directing work and pushing for 
productivity 
0.744 -0.007 
Behavioral Differentiation Negative (BD-N) (α =.61)   
Plays different roles when working with different people 0.176 0.739 
Changes his/her behavior depending on the situation 0.125 0.721 
Is hard to predict -0.386 0.701 
Plays different roles depending on the situation 0.36 0.593 
Is inconsistent in their behavior/approach to work -0.247 0.583 
Eigenvalues 3.42 2.21 
(% of variance) 34.22 22.11 
Mean 3.67 3.18 
SD .78 .85 
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items include “Says exactly what he or she means” (Relational Transparency), “Makes decisions 
based on his or her core values” (Internalized Moral Perspective), “Listens carefully to different 
points of view before coming to conclusions” (Balanced Processing) and “Accurately describes 
how others view his or her capabilities” (Self Awareness). Items are rated on a 5-point Likert 
scale ranging from 1 (Not at all) to 5 (Frequently, if not always). An overall measure of AL is 
calculated by taking the average across all four dimensions with higher scores suggesting higher 
authenticity. Walumbwa et al., (2008) present evidence in support of using the aggregate 
measure of AL (e.g. the average of all four dimensions). The scale yielded adequate overall 
reliability. 
DV-1 Leader Trustworthiness. Leader trustworthiness was measured using 17-items 
put forth by Mayer and Davis (1999) (see Appendix F). These items are based on three measures 
developed by Schoorman, Mayer and Davis (1996) to assess follower perceptions of leader 
ability, benevolence, and integrity
2
. Mayer & Davis (1999) created a shorter version of these 
measures using the items that most clearly reflected each theoretical dimension. The present 
study employs the items contained in this shortened version but reverted to the language initially 
employed by Shoorman et al. (1996) which also asked respondents to rate another individual’s 
trustworthiness. Example items include “My leader is very capable of performing his/her job” 
(ability), “I never have to wonder whether my leader will stick to his/her word” (integrity) and 
“My leader will go out of his/her way to help me” (benevolence). Items are rated on a 5-point 
likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) with higher scores indicating 
higher levels of leader trustworthiness. The scale yielded adequate overall reliability.  
                                                 
2
 It is important to note that one item in this scale “My leader's actions and behaviors are not very consistent” is conceptually 
similar to the items contained in the BD Neg scale (see Table 4). The correlation between BD Neg and this integrity subscale is -
.26 (p<.01) whether this item was included in the subscale or excluded. The similarity of these correlations suggests that this item 
is not responsible for the relationship between these two measures. As a result, the full integrity scale, including this item, was 
used in subsequent analyses. 
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DV-2 Leadership Effectiveness. Direct reports were asked to rate the effectiveness of 
their superior using 5-items that have been used in a number of previous studies (Denison et al., 
1995; Hooijberg, 1996; Hooijberg & Choi, 2000; Hooijberg & Quinn, 1992) (see Appendix G). 
These items ask direct reports to assess their leaders’ overall performance in terms of (a) overall 
managerial success, (b) overall leadership effectiveness, (c) the extent to which the manager 
meets managerial performance standards, (d) how well he or she does compared with managerial 
peers, and (e) how well he or she performs as a role model. Items are measured on a 5- point 
scale in which high scores indicate higher levels of effectiveness. The scale yielded adequate 
overall reliability.  
Control Variables. A number of other variables have been shown to be related to 
perceptions of leader trustworthiness and effectiveness and were included in the present study.  
Nature of leader-direct report relationship. The nature of our relationship with a given 
leader, and therefore our evaluations of his/her effectiveness and trustworthiness, is likely to be 
affected by how long we have known them and how often we interact with them. As a result, 
length of relationship (measured using the item “how long have you known your current 
manager”) and frequency of interaction (measured using the item “how frequently do you 
interact with your current manager”) were included. Length of relationship was measured in 
terms of years and months, yielding a continuous variable (DR only sample: M=6.35 years, 
SD=6.75; Team sample: M=1.03 years, SD=1.68). Frequency of interaction was measured using 
5 categories ranging from “multiple times a day” to “less than once a week” (DR Only 
sample/Team Sample: Multiple times a day = 61%/74.8%, Multiple times a week 
=13.9%/10.7%, 2-3 times a week =19.1%/6.8%, Once a week =2.6%/0%, less than once a 
week=3%/7.8%).  
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Propensity to trust. Prior research has found that some individuals are naturally 
predisposed to be more/less trusting than others and therefore, in line with previous research 
exploring the antecedents of trust (e.g. Norman et al., 2010), a 4-item measure of participant’s 
own propensity to trust was included in the survey (see Appendix H). These items were selected 
from an 8-item measure developed by Schoorman et al. (1996). Four items were deleted to 
reduce survey length and domain specific references were removed from the remaining four 
items to ensure relevance to the sample. For example the item “most salespeople are honest in 
describing their products” was changed to “in general, most people are honest”. The item “In 
general, most people will take advantage of you if they can” was recoded so higher scores on all 
items indicated a higher propensity to trust. An overall scale was calculated by taking the 
average of these four items. The overall scale yielded suboptimal but acceptable reliabilities in 
both samples.   
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Table 4. Means, Standard Deviations & Cronbach Alphas for the Direct-report only sample 
(n=220) 
Variable Mean SD Cronbach Alpha 
Propensity to Trust 3.33 .68 .72 
Behavioral Repertoire 4.85 1.23 .92 
 Task 5.12 1.34 .92 
 Stability  4.77 1.39 .87 
 People 4.85 1.49 .91 
 Adaptive 4.64 1.29 .90 
Behavioral Differentiation    
 Positive  3.67 0.78 .84 
 Neutral  3.18 0.85 .61 
Authentic Leadership 3.64 .99 .96 
 Self Awareness 3.54 1.15 .93 
 Relational Transparency 3.71 1.00 .86 
 Moral Perspective 3.66 1.00 .88 
 Balanced Processing 3.63 1.01 .87 
Leader Trustworthiness 3.84 .86 .96 
 Ability  4.02 .88 .93 
 Benevolence 3.77 .86 .94 
 Integrity 3.73 1.03 .86 
Leader Effectiveness 3.96 1.09 .94 
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Table 5. Means, Standard Deviations & Cronbach Alphas for non-aggregated team sample 
(n=103) 
Variable Mean SD Cronbach Alpha 
Propensity to Trust 3.17 .69 .68 
Behavioral Repertoire 4.36 1.28 .91 
 Task 4.60 1.33 .90 
 Stability  4.42 1.46 .90 
 People 4.10 1.62 .92 
 Adaptive 4.31 1.34 .90 
Behavioral Differentiation (BD)
3
 - - - 
 Task (BDT) - - - 
 Stability (BDS) - - - 
 People (BDP) - - - 
 Adaptive (BDA) - - - 
Authentic Leadership 3.30 .86 .94 
 Self-Awareness 3.29 .97 .87 
 Relational Transparency 3.46 1.01 .84 
 Moral Perspective 3.22 .98 .85 
 Balanced Processing 3.22 .90 .82 
Leader Trustworthiness 3.49 .81 .95 
 Ability  3.69 .92 .93 
 Benevolence 3.29 .90 .87 
 Integrity 3.45 .80 .86 
Leader Effectiveness 3.47 1.10 .95 
 
  
                                                 
3
 Note: Descriptive statistics for BD are not presented here as the measure can only be calculated at the team level. 
See Table 7 for descriptive statistics for aggregated team sample  
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- CHAPTER FOUR - 
RESULTS 
In this chapter an overview of the data aggregation and exploration process will be 
provided, followed by correlation analyses for both samples. Next the results of a series of 
multiple regression models (MR) used to test the hypotheses provided in Chapter 2 are provided. 
All statistical analyses were conducted using SPSS version 18 but some supplemental analyses 
and data manipulation took place on Microsoft Excel. 
Data Aggregation for Team Sample  
Descriptive statistics for the 103 individual responses contained in sample 2 were 
provided in the previous chapter. However, the team sample consisted of 35 instances where two 
or more respondents rated the same focal leader and for analysis purposes these individual 
ratings were aggregated to the team level. This was achieved by taking the average of each 
individual rating for a target manager for each individual measure. For example, to create a team 
measure of BR an average was taken across each individual rating of BR provided for each 
specific focal manager. If a manager was rated by two team members then this measure of BR 
consisted of the average of these two individual’s BR ratings. If a manager had three team 
members, the overall measure consisted of the average of these three individual’s ratings, and so 
on. This same aggregation approach was used for all variables with the exception of Behavioral 
Differentiation. The process for creating this measure at the team level was outlined in the 
previous chapter. Means & standard deviations for these aggregated measures are presented in 
Table 6.  




Table 6. Means & Standard Deviations for Aggregated Team Sample (n=35) 
Variable Mean SD 
Propensity to Trust 3.17 .49 
Behavioral Repertoire 4.41 .89 
Behavioral Differentiation (BD) .96 .31 
Authentic Leadership 3.35 .64 
Leader Trustworthiness 3.51 .59 
 Ability  3.69 .67 
 Benevolence 3.35 .64 
 Integrity 3.50 .59 
Leader Effectiveness 3.47 .79 
 
Analysis of Demographic & Control Variables  
A number of control variables that have been shown to co-vary or predict Leader 
Trustworthiness and Leader Effectiveness were included in this study. To test the hypotheses 
outlined in Chapter 2, it is important to demonstrate that the IVs predict these outcomes over-
and-above the effect of any such variables. To determine whether these demographic and control 
variables warranted inclusion in these analyses the effect of each on the leader trustworthiness 
and effectiveness was explored in both samples. Any variable that was shown to be a significant 
predictor of these outcome variables would be included in subsequent analyses, while any that 
was not a significant predictor would be discarded to help maintain statistical power (cf. Aiken & 
West, 1991). Table 7 provides the result of these analyses. For the DR only sample, the amount 
of time an individual had known the manager they were rating (length of relationship) and their 
individual propensity to trust (TP) affected both ratings of leader trustworthiness (TW) and 
effectiveness (LE). For the Team sample, frequency of interaction (i.e. how often an individual 
interacts with the manager they are rating) and the rater’s propensity to trust (TP) affected 
ratings of TW and LE. As a result, these control variables were included in subsequent multiple 
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regression analyses.  
Table 7. Mean Comparisons for Control Variables on Outcomes 
 DR Only Sample Team Sample 
 TW Overall LE TW Overall LE 
Gender F=.28, p=.76 F=.05, p=.95 F=.36, p=.55 F=.11, p=.74 
Age F=1.66, p=.15 F=.66, p=.66 F=1.37, p=.26 F=.88, p=.46 
Race/Ethnicity F=1.69, p=.14 F=1.90, p=.10 F=.24, p=.92 F=.69 p=.60 
Level of Ed F=1.67, p=.12 F=1.06, p=.39 F=2.17, p=.12 F =2.13, p=.12 
Work Exp. F=.50, p=.74 F=1.13, p=.34 F=.78, p=.51 F=.65, p=.59 
Length of Rel. t=2.57, p<.05 t=2.22, p<.05 t=-.61, p=.54 t=-.43, p=.67 
Freq. Interaction F=1.48, p=.21 F=.84, p=.50 F=2.97, p<.05 F=1.56, p=.20
4
 
Propensity to Trust t=-3.53, p<.01 t=-2.50, p<.05 t=-3.53, p<.01 t=-2.50, P<.05 
Note: One-way ANOVA conducted for all categorical variables (F statistic reported in these cases).  Linear 
Regression conducted for all continuous variables (t statistic based on unstandardized beta’s reported in these cases).  
 
Correlation Analysis 
Exploring the correlations among control, predictor and outcome variables yields some 
expected and some expected results across both samples (see tables 8 and 9). As expected, in 
both samples, leader behavioral repertoire (BR) and authenticity (AL) were positively correlated 
with perceptions of leader trustworthiness (TW) and effectiveness (LE). In the DR only sample, 
both measures of BD were also significantly correlated with these outcome variables. The 
positive dimension (refer back to table 3 for reference) was positively correlated with TW & LE, 
suggesting that leaders whose variable behavior is seen to be adaptive and more positive are seen 
as more trustworthy and effective. The negative dimension of BD was found to be negatively 
correlated with both TW and LE, suggesting that leaders whose variable behavior is seen in a 
more negative light (e.g. “Is inconsistent”) are seen as less trustworthy and effective. For the 
Team sample, BD was not significantly correlated with either TW or LE although the negative 
                                                 
4
 Even though frequency of interaction was not a significant predictor of LE, it will be included in all analyses 
pertaining to the “Team Sample” for consistency purposes 
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relationship in both instances is in line with what was proposed in the theoretical model outlined 
in Chapter 2. Correlations were also found between the predictor variables. BR and AL were 
found to be significantly correlated with each other in both samples. In the DR only sample BD-
Positive was also correlated with these two variables. BD-negative in the DR only sample and 
the measure of BD created for the team sample were not correlated with either BR or AL.  
 





Table 8. DR Only Sample Control, IV & DV Correlation Matrix   
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1 Length of Relationship 1 
           
2 Freq. Interaction -.11 1 
          
3 Trust Propensity  .04 -.04 1 
         
4 BR .10 -.21* .27** 1 
        
5 BD Negative -.01 -.16* -.05 0.02 1 
       
6 BD Positive .08 -.13* .23** .68** .06 1 
     
 
7 AL  .14* -.08 .26** .69** -.12 .79** 1 
     
8 TW Ability  .13* -.13 .13 .67** -.16* .78** .79** 1 
    
9 TW Integrity .15* -.02 .26** .60** -.26** .73** .82** .84** 1 
   
10 TW Benevolence .19** -.09 .26** .66** -.18** .75** .87** .80** .86** 1 
  
11 TW Overall  .17* -.08 .23** .68** -.21** .80** .88** .94** .95** .94** 1 
 
12 LE .15* -.09 .17* .57** -.17* .71** .82** .78** .80** .81** .84** 1 
 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 













Table 9. Team Sample Control, IV & DV Correlation Matrix   
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 Length of Relationship 1           
2 Freq. Interaction 0.08 1          
3 Trust Propensity  0.04 -0.08 1         
4 BR -0.08 -0.31 .43** 1        
5 BD Overall -0.19 -0.17 0.03 -0.11 1       
6 AL  -0.13 -0.27 0.32 .84** -0.21 1      
7 TW Ability 0.08 -0.20 0.31 .87** -0.06 .78** 1     
8 TW Benevolence 0.03 -.51** 0.28 .83** -0.13 .81** .77** 1    
9 TW Integrity  -0.06 -.34* 0.24 .81** -0.20 .83** .79** .88** 1   
10 TW Overall  0.02 -.37* 0.30 .90** -0.14 .86** .92** .94** .95** 1 
 11 LE 0.11 -.38* 0.33 .84** -0.08 .79** .86** .86** .83** .91** 1 
 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 













Hypotheses were tested in both samples using multiple stepwise regression analyses. 
Demographic and control variables that were previously identified as significant predictors of the 
outcome variables (see Table 7) were included in step 1 and the hypothesized predictor 
variable(s) were included in subsequent steps. Prior to any analyses containing interaction terms 
being conducted (see hypothesis 3), all predictor variables were centered. Centering is 
accomplished by subtracting the sample mean from each individual’s score for the variable in 
question.  
Hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 1 predicts that leader behavioral repertoire (BR) is a 
significant positive predictor of leader trustworthiness such that leaders with a high BR are seen 
as more trustworthy. This hypothesis was supported in both samples (see table 10). In the DR 
only sample BR had a significant positive effect on TW, b=.56, p<.01, after controlling for 
length of relationship & rater propensity to trust (TP). Interestingly, both control variables were 
significant in step 1 and not significant in step 2, suggesting that BR partially mediates the 
relationship between them and TW.  
In the team sample, BR had a similarly significant positive effect on TW, b=.60, p<.01, 
even after controlling for frequency of interaction and TP. In both samples, the addition of BR 
explained significantly more of the variance in leader TW; 40% in the DR only sample and 61% 
of the variance in the team sample.   
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Table 10. The Effect of Leader Behavioral Repertoire on Leader Trustworthiness (both samples)   
DV: TW Overall  
DR Only 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 4.47** .23 .08 .08 9.49** 9.49** 
 Length of Rel .02* .01   (2,226)  
 TP .28** .08     
Step 2 Constant 1.15** .22 .48 .40 147.61** 391.10** 
 Length of Rel .01 .01   (3,225)  
 TP .03 .05     
 BR .56** .03     
DV: TW Overall 
Team Sample 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 2.97** 0.67 .21 .21 4.23* 4.23* 
 Freq Interaction -0.33* 0.15   (2,32)  
 TP 0.33 0.19     
Step 2 Constant 1.39** 0.36 .82 .61 47.19** 105.48** 
 Freq Interaction -0.09 0.08   (3,31)  
 TP -0.13 0.10     
 BR 0.60** 0.06     
*p<.05, **p<.01 
Note: Unstandardized beta reported 
 
Hypothesis 1a. Hypothesis 1a predicts that BR is a significant positive predictor of 
follower evaluations of leader ability such that leaders with a high behavioral repertoire are seen 
as more able. This hypothesis was supported in both samples (Table 11). In the DR only sample, 
BR had a significant positive effect on perceptions of leader ability, b=.59, p<.01, after 
controlling for length of relationship & rater propensity to trust. In the team sample, controlling 
for frequency of interaction and rater propensity to trust, BR had a similarly significant positive 
effect on perceptions of leader ability, b-.70, p<.01. In both samples, BR explained an additional 
42% and 64% of the variance in TW Ability respectively.   
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Table 11. The Effect of Leader Behavioral Repertoire on Perceptions of Leader Ability (both 
samples)   
DV: TW Ability   
DR Only 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 4.34** .24 .03 .03 3.82* 3.82* 
 Length of Rel .02 .01   (2,226)  
 TP .16 .09     
Step 2 Constant .87** .23 .46 .42 141.81** 404.20** 
 Length of Rel .01 .01   (3,225)  
 TP -.11* .05     
 BR .59** .03     
DV: TW Ability  
Team Sample 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 2.66** .80 .13 .13 2.34 2.34 
 Freq Interaction -.18 .18   (2,32)  
 TP .41 .23     
Step 2 Constant .84 .47 .76 .64 33.34** 83.31** 
 Freq Interaction .09 .10   (3,31)  
 TP -.11 .13     
 BR .70** .08     
*p<.05, **p<.01 
Note: Unstandardized beta reported 
 
Hypothesis 1b. Hypothesis 1b predicts that BR is a significant positive predictor of 
follower evaluations of leader benevolence such that leaders with a high behavioral repertoire are 
seen as more benevolent. This hypothesis was also supported in both samples (Table 12). In the 
DR only sample, BR had a significant positive effect on perceptions of leader benevolence, 
b=.62, p<.01, explaining an additional 50% of the variance in the model after controlling for 
length of relationship & rater propensity to trust. In the team sample BR had a similarly 
significant positive effect on perceptions of leader ability, b-.56, p<.01, explaining an additional 
45% of the variance in the model while controlling for frequency of interaction and rater 
propensity to trust.  
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Table 12. The Effect of Leader Behavioral Repertoire on Perceptions of Leader Benevolence 
(both samples)   
DV: TW Benevolence   
DR Only 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 4.63** .27 .10 .10 12.74** 12.74** 
 Length of Rel .03** .01   (2,226)  
 TP .39** .10     
Step 2 Constant .98** .28 .60 .50 112.52** 280.57** 
 Length of Rel .02* .01   (3,225)  
 TP .11 .01     
 BR .62** .04     
DV: TW Benevolence  
Team Sample 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 3.11** .67 .32 .32 7.43** 7.43** 
 Freq Interaction -.50** .15   (2,32)  
 TP .31 .19     
Step 2 Constant 1.64** .44 .77 .45 34.49** 60.84** 
 Freq Interaction -.28** .09   (3,31)  
 TP -.11 .13     
 BR .56** .07     
*p<.05, **p<.01 
Note: Unstandardized beta reported 
 
Hypothesis 2. Hypothesis 2 predicts that leader behavioral differentiation (BD) is a 
significant negative predictor of leader trustworthiness (TW) such that leaders high in BD are 
seen as less trustworthy. This hypothesis was partially supported in the DR only sample (Table 
13) but not in the Team sample (Table 14). In the DR only sample, both the positive and negative 
measures of BD were tested. The negative BD measure had a significantly negative effect on 
perceptions of TW, b=-.21, p<.01, accounting for an additional 4% of the variance and 
supporting hypothesis 2. The positive measure of BD was found to have a significantly positive 
effect on TW, b=.88, p<.01, accounting for 57% of the variance. This direction of this 
relationship is not in line with what was hypothesized. When entered into the same regression 
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model, both BD-neg and BD-pos continued to be significant predictors of TW, b=-.26, p<.01 and 
b=.88, p<.01, respectively.  
In the team sample, BD was not found to be a significant predictor of TW after 
controlling for frequency of interaction and trust propensity, b=-.39, p>.05. The direction of the 
relationship and amount of variance accounted for by the inclusion of this measure (4%) 
accounted is consistent with the BD-neg measure included in the DR only sample.  
Table 13. The Effect of Leader Behavioral Differentiation on Perceptions of Leader 
Trustworthiness (both samples)   
DV: TW Overall    
DR Only 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 4.47** .23 .08 .08 9.49** 9.49** 
 Length of Rel .02* .01   (2,226)  
 TP .28** .08     
Step 2 Constant 5.09** .30 .12 .04 10.08** 10.45** 
 Length of Rel .02** .01   (3,225)  
 TP .27** .08     
 BD Neg -.21** .06     
DV: TW Overall  
DR Only  
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 4.47** .23 .08 .08 9.49** 9.49** 
 Length of Rel .02* .01   (2,226)  
 TP .28** ,08     
Step 2 Constant .75** ,24 .65 .57 139.97** 369.95** 
 Length of Rel .01** .01   (3,225)  
 TP .06 .05     
 BD Pos .86** .05     
DV: TW Overall  
DR Only  
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 4.45** 0.24 .07 .07 8.99** 8.99** 
 Length of Rel 0.03* 0.01   (2,226)  
 TP 0.27** 0.08     
Step 2 Constant 1.49** 0.24 .71 .71 134.31** 240.64** 
 Length of Rel 0.01 0.01   (4,224)  
 TP 0.04 0.05     
 BD Neg -0.26** 0.04     
 BD Pos 0.88* 0.04     
*p<.05, **p<.01 
Note: Unstandardized beta reported 
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Table 14.  The Effect of Leader Behavioral Differentiation on Overall Leader Trustworthiness 
(Team Sample)   
DV: TW Overall    
Team Sample 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 2.97** .67 .21 .21 4.23* 4.23* 
 Freq Interaction -.33* .15   (2,32)  
 TP .33 .19     
Step 2 Constant 3.38** .73 .25 .04 3.45* 1.71 
 Freq Interaction -.36* .15   (3,31)  
 TP .33 .19     
 BD Overall -.39 .30     
*p<.05, **p<.01 
Note: Unstandardized beta reported 
 
Hypothesis 2a. Hypothesis 2a predicts that BD is a significant negative predictor of 
follower evaluations of leader integrity such that leaders high in BD are seen as possessing less 
integrity. This hypothesis was again partially supported (Table 15 and 16). In the DR only 
sample, the negative BD measure again had a significantly negative effect on perceptions of TW 
after controlling for length of relationship & rater propensity to trust, b=-.26, p<.01, supporting 
hypothesis 2a. Positive BD again had a significantly positive effect on TW, b=.86, p<.01. When 
entered into the same regression model, both BD-neg and BD-pos continue to be significant 
predictors of TW, b=-.26, p<.01 and b=.97, p<.01, respectively.  
In the team sample, BD was not found to be a significant predictor of TW after 
controlling for frequency of interaction and trust propensity, b=-.50, p>.05. However, the 
direction of the relationship is consistent with hypothesis 2a and is consistent with the BD-neg 
measure included in the DR only sample.  
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Table 15. The Effect of Leader Behavioral Differentiation on Perceptions of Leader Integrity 
(DR Only sample)   
DV: TW Integrity    
DR Only 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 4.46** .23 .09 .09 10.65** 10.65** 
 Length of Rel .02* .01   (2,226)  
 TP .32** .08     
Step 2 Constant 5.23** .29 .15 .06 13.15** 16.69** 
 Length of Rel .02* .01   (3,225)  
 TP .30** .08     
 BD Neg -.26** .06     
 
DV: TW Integrity   
DR Only  
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 4.46** .23 .09 .09 10.65** 10.65** 
 Length of Rel .02* .01   (2,226)  
 TP .32** .08     
Step 2 Constant 1.14** .27 .54 .46 90.08** 227.61** 
 Length of Rel .01* .01   (3,225)  
 TP .12* .06     
 BD Pos .77** .05     
DV: TW Integrity   
DR Only  
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 4.60** 0.28 .10 .10 12.41** 12.41** 
 Length of Rel 0.04** 0.01   (2,226)  
 TP 0.37** 0.10     
Step 2 Constant 1.27** 0.33 .63 .53 94.76** 157.97** 
 Length of Rel 0.02* 0.01   (3,225)  
 TP 0.12 0.06     
 BD Neg -0.26** 0.05     
 BD Pos 0.97** 0.06     
*p<.05, **p<.01 
Note: Unstandardized beta reported 
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Table 16. The Effect of Leader Behavioral Differentiation on Perceptions of Leader Integrity 
(Team sample)   
DV: TW Integrity     
Team Sample 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 3.14** .69 .16 .16 3.04 3.04 
 Freq Interaction -.30 .15   (2,32)  
 TP .26 .20     
Step 2 Constant 3.67** .74 .23 .07 3.08* 2.83 
 Freq Interaction -.34* .15   (3,31)  
 TP .26 .19     
 BD Overall -.50 .30     
*p<.05, **p<.01 
Note: Unstandardized beta reported 
 
Hypothesis 3. Hypothesis 3 predicts that leader authenticity (AL) moderates the 
relationship between behavioral differentiation and leader trustworthiness. When leaders are high 
in AL, BD will have no effect on leader trustworthiness. When leaders are low in AL, BD will 
have a negative effect on leader trustworthiness. This hypothesis was not supported (Table 17 
and 18). 
In the DR only sample, BD-neg had a significant effect on TW, b=-.12, p<.01. AL had a 
significant positive effect on TW, b=-.75, p<.01. However, no support was found for the 
interaction between these two variables, b=-.00, p>.05. In the second model, BD-pos had a 
significant positive effect on TW, b=-.30, p<.01 and AL also had a significant positive effect on 
TW, b=-.52, p<.01. An interaction between these two variables was also found, b=-.10, p<.01 
(see Figure 5 for graphic representation). This interaction suggests that BD-Pos has a larger 
effect on TW at higher levels of leader authenticity (AL), with low BD-Pos leaders rated as more 
trustworthy than high BD-Pos leaders. In the team sample, BD was found to have no significant 
negative effect on TW, b=-.07, p>.05, while AL was found to have a significant positive effect, 
b=.73, p<.01. A significant interaction among BD and AL was found, b=-.61, p<.01 (see Figure 
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6 for a graphic representation). This interaction is similar in nature to the one found in the DR 
only sample and suggests that BD has a larger effect on leader trustworthiness at higher levels of 
authenticity. The results suggest that high AL and low BD leaders are the most trustworthy while 
that high in AL and high BD leaders are seen as the least trustworthy.   
Table 17.The Effect of Leader Behavioral Differentiation and Authentic Leadership on Overall 
Trustworthiness (DR Only sample)   
DV: TW Overall    
DR Only 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 4.47** 0.23 .08 .08 9.49** 9.49** 
 Length of Rel 0.02* 0.01   (2,226)  
 TP 0.28** 0.08     
Step 2 Constant 3.80** 0.12 .78 .71 162.5** 244.10** 
 Length of Rel 0.01 0.00   (5, 223)   
 TP 0.00 0.04     
 BD Neg -0.12** 0.03     
 AL 0.75** 0.03     
 BD Neg*AL 0.00 0.03     
DV: TW Overall  
DR Only  
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 4.47** 0.23 .08 .08 9.49** 9.49** 
 Length of Rel 0.02* 0.01   (2,226)  
 TP 0.28** 0.08     
Step 2 Constant 3.86** 0.11 .82 .01 196.47** 296.32** 
 Length of Rel 0.01 0.00   (5,223)  
 TP 0.00 0.04     
 BD Pos 0.30** 0.05     
 AL 0.52** 0.04     
 BD Pos*AL -0.10** 0.03     
*p<.05, **p<.01 
Note: Unstandardized beta reported 
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Table 18. The Effect of Leader Behavioral Differentiation and Authentic Leadership on Overall 
Trustworthiness (Team Sample)   
DV: TW Overall    
Team Sample 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 2.97** .67 .21 .21 4.23* 4.23* 
 Freq Interaction -.33* .15   (2,32)  
 TP .33 .19     
Step 2 Constant 3.60** .36 .81 .60 23.93** 29.52** 
 Freq Interaction -.12 .08   (3,31)  
 TP .02 .11     
 BD  -.07 .17     
 AL .73** .09     
 BD*AL -.61* .25     
*p<.05, **p<.01 
Note: Unstandardized beta reported 
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Hypothesis 4. Hypothesis 4 predicts that leader trustworthiness is a significant positive 
predictor of leader effectiveness such that leaders who are perceived to be more trustworthy are 
also perceived to be more effective. This hypothesis was supported (Table 19).  In both samples, 
leader TW had a significant positive effect on LE. In the DR only sample, Leader TW accounted 
for 59% of the variance in perceptions of LE, while in the Team sample that number was 59%.  
Table 19. The Effect of Leader Trustworthiness on Leader Effectiveness (Both Samples)   
DV: LE 
DR Only 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 4.50** .30 .05 .05 5.53** 5.53** 
 Length of Rel .02* .11   (2,226)  
 TP .26* .11     
Step 2 Constant -.25 2.7 .71 .67 180.87** 506.38** 
 Length of Rel .00 .01   (3,225)  
 TP -.03 .06     
 TW 1.07** .05     
DV: LE  
Team Sample 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 2.62** .88 .23 .23 4.86* 4.86* 
 Freq Interaction -.45* .19   (2,32)  
 TP .48 .25     
Step 2 Constant -.83 .54 .83 .59 49.27** 49.27** 
 Freq Interaction -.07 .10   (3,31)  
 TP .11 .13     
 TW 1.16** .11     
*p<.05, **p<.01 
Note: Unstandardized beta reported 
 
Additional Analyses. 
The previous section presented analyses specifically designed to test the hypotheses outlined 
in Chapter 2. However, there are additional analyses of interest based on the proposed model and 
some of the findings presented to this point. Specifically, whether leader trustworthiness fully 
mediates the relationship between behavioral repertoire, behavioral differentiation, authentic 
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leadership and leader effectiveness. The following section explores this question using multiple 
regression analysis.  
Testing for Mediation. An approach proposed by Baron and Kenny (1986) was used to test 
whether leader trustworthiness fully mediates the relationship between behavioral repertoire, 
behavioral differentiation, authentic leadership and leader effectiveness. Baron and Kenny 
(1986) proposed that, once a significant relationship has been established for each path in a given 
model, mediation can be tested by establishing whether the proposed mediator (in this case TW) 
significantly predicts the outcome (in this case LE) while controlling for each predictor (in this 
case BR, BD, and AL). In terms of the first step, the significance of some of these relationships 
in the proposed model has been already established through the analyses that were conducted to 
test the hypotheses outlined. Specifically, BR, BD & AL were each found to be significant 
predictors of TW and in turn TW was found to be a significant predictor of LE. To test the 
remaining paths, additional stepwise regression analyses were conducted. These additional 
regression analyses found that BD, BR & AL were each significant positive predictors of LE. 
For the DR only sample, these relationships are as follows: BR (b=.61, p<.01), BD-Neg (b=-.20, 
p<.01), BD-Pos (b=.98, p<.01), and AL (b=.91, p<.01). The direction of each of these 
relationships is the same as what was found when analyzing the effect of these predictor 
variables on TW with higher levels of BR, BD-Pos & AL each increasing perceptions of LE and 
higher levels of BD-neg decreasing follower perceptions of LE. For the team sample, BR (b=.73, 
p<.01) and AL (b=.88, p<.01) each had a significant effect on LE but BD did not, as was also the 
case for TW. The lack of a significant relationship between BD and TW, and between BD and 
LE, suggests that TW does not mediate the relationship between BD and LE (Baron and Kenny, 
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1986). However, as BD was found to account for some of the variance in both LE & TW it was 
included in the multiple regression models for exploration purposes.  
Mediation was tested for each predictor variable individually. In each case the relevant 
control and predictor variables were entered in step 1, and then TW was entered in step 2. 
Support for the hypothesis that leader trustworthiness mediates the relationship between BR and 
LE was found in both samples (see Table 20). The inclusion of TW significantly increased model 
fit (DR Only: FΔ=169.40, p<.01; Team Sample: FΔ=36.61, p<.01) and in both samples BR went 
from being a significant predictor of LE in step 1 (i.e. without TW in the model) to a non-
significant predictor of LE in step 2 (i.e. with TW in the model). This suggests full mediation. 
Support was also found for the hypothesis that TW mediates the relationship between AL and 
TW. The inclusion of TW significantly increased model fit (DR Only: FΔ=155.35, p<.01; Team 
Sample: FΔ=35.79, p<.01) in both samples although the effect of AL on LE remained significant 
in step 2 for the DR Only sample, suggesting only partial mediation. The addition of TW 
explained an addition 7% and 17% of the variance in LE across these two samples respectively.  
Support was also found for the hypothesis that TW mediates the relationship between BD 
and LE in the DR only sample (see Table 21). The inclusion of TW accounted for an additional 
16% of the variance and was a significant predictor of LE even after controlling for the effect of 
BD Pos and BD Neg, b=.94, p<.01.  The significant effect of both measures of BD disappeared 
in step 2, suggesting that TW fully mediates the relationship. Mediation was not supported in the 
Team Sample as BD was not found to be a significant predictor of LE. 
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Table 20. The Effect of BR and TW on Leader Effectiveness (Both Samples)   
DV: LE 
DR Only 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant .96** .30 .49 .49 70.50** 70.50** 
 Length of Rel .01 .08   (3,225)  
 TP -.01 .08     
 BR .61** .04     
Step 2 Constant -.07 .24 .71 .22 135.52** 169.40** 
 Length of Rel .00 .01   (4,224)  
 TP -.04 .06     
 BR .04 .06     
 TW 1.02** .08     
DV: LE  
Team Sample 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant .71** .59 .73 .73 27.91** 27.91** 
 Freq. Interaction -.16 .12   (3,31)  
 TP -.06 .17     
 BR .73** .10     
Step 2 Constant -.68** .58 .83 .10 36.61** 17.67** 
 Freq. Interaction -.07 .10   (4,30)  
 TP .06 .14     
 BR .13 .16     
 TW 1.00** .24     
*p<.05, **p<.01 
Note: Unstandardized beta reported 
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Table 21. The Effect of BD and TW on Leader Effectiveness (Both Samples)   
DV: LE 
DR Only 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant .97** .36 .56 .56 69.66** 69.66** 
 Length of Rel .02* .01   (4, 220)  
 TP .01 .07     
 BD Pos 1.00** .06     
 BD Neg -.27** .06     
Step 2 Constant -.14 .31 .72 .16 110.23** 120.78** 
 Length of Rel .00 .01   (5, 219)  
 TP -.04 .06     
 BD Pos .18 .09     
 BD Neg -.02 .05     
 TW .94** .09     
DV: LE  
Team Sample 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant 3.03** .98 .26 .26 3.57* 3.57* 
 Freq. Interaction -.48* .20     
 TP .49 .25     
 BD -.39 .40     
Step 2 Constant -.92 .62 .88 .57 35.89** 99.05** 
 Freq. Interaction -.06 .11     
 TP .10 .13     
 BD .06 .20     
 TW 1.17** .12     
*p<.05, **p<.01 
Note: Unstandardized beta reported 
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Table 22. The Effect of AL and TW on Leader Effectiveness (Both Samples)   
DV: LE 
DR Only 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant .77** .24 .67 .67 151.67** 151.67** 
 Length of Rel .01 .01   (3, 221)  
 TP -.06 .06     
 AL .91** .04     
Step 2 Constant .09 .23 .74 .07 155.35** 55.08** 
 Length of Rel .00 .01   (4, 220)  
 TP -.06 .06     
 AL .39** .08     
 TW .68** .09     
DV: LE  
Team Sample 
b SE b R2 R
2
 Δ F F Δ 
Step 1 Constant .44 .69 .66 .66 20.01** 20.01** 
 Freq. Interaction -.23 .14   (3, 31)  
 TP .13 .18     
 AL .88** .14     
Step 2 Constant -.82 .55 .83 .17 35.79** 28.98** 
 Freq. Interaction -.07 .10   (4, 30)  
 TP .10 .13     
 AL .03 .19     
 TW 1.13** .21     
*p<.05, **p<.01 
Note: Unstandardized beta reported 
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- CHAPTER FIVE – 
DISCUSSION 
Overview  
While the ability to play a breadth of leadership roles has consistently shown to be an 
important determinant of leadership effectiveness (Hooijberg, 1996; Pavett & Lau, 1982; 
Denison, et al., 1995; Lawrence et al., 2009; Morse & Wagner, 1978; McCall & Segrist, 1980; 
Kaplan & Kaiser, 2006; Sloan, 1994; Yukl & Lepsinger, 2004) the varied enactment of those 
roles can have a more negative effect (Hooijberg, 1996; Wu et al., 2010; Simons, 2002). The 
present study set out to explore these findings and test the proposition that leader trustworthiness 
and authenticity are foundational to explaining how leaders can be ‘predictably flexible’; varying 
the leadership roles they play while remaining effective in the eyes of their followers. It was 
proposed that variable leadership behavior is perceived negatively because it damages follower 
trust, specifically evaluations of leader integrity. Leader authenticity was put forward as a 
remedy for this, as authentic leaders reframe how followers evaluate their integrity by being 
more transparent regarding who they are and what they value. It was proposed that such 
transparency allows followers to view leader integrity in terms of values and intent rather than 
simply whether they vary their behavior across situations and individuals.  
Summary of Findings 
Drawing on the extant literature, a series of hypotheses were developed and then tested 
using survey data collected from two samples. In each sample working professionals rated their 
leader/manager in a number of areas. Specifically, respondents rated the frequency with which 
their leaders enact a range of leadership roles (Behavioral Repertoire or BR), the extent to which 
they enact these roles differentially across actors and contexts (Behavioral Differentiation or 
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BD), and the extent to which they demonstrate authenticity (AL). Respondents also answered 
questions that assessed the extent to which they saw their leaders as trustworthy (TW) and 
perceived them to be effective (LE). The two samples were representative in terms of age and 
gender and contained respondents who worked in a broad array of industries, job functions and 
had varied levels of organizational experience. The methodology employed allowed hypotheses 
to be tested at both the individual and team level using two different operationalizations of 
behavioral differentiation. A summary of findings can be found in Figures 7 and 8 and are 
summarized in the subsequent sections.  
Figure 7. Summary of Results for the Direct Report Only Sample  
 
*p<.05, **p<.01 
Note: Although the paths are not shown in the above figure, evidence that TW mediates the relationship between BR 
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Figure 8. Summary of Results for the Team Sample  
 
*p<.05, **p<.01 
Note: Although the paths are not shown in the above figure, evidence that TW mediates the relationship between BR 
& LE and AL & LE was also found.  
 
The present study supported previous research that has demonstrated BR can have a 
positive effect on LE (Hooijberg, 1996; Denison, et al., 1995; Lawrence et al., 2009) but that BD 
can have a negative effect on LE (Hooijberg, 1996; Wu et al., 2010). The explanation for these 
results put forward in this paper, namely that BR builds trust and BD erodes trust, was partially 
supported in the data. Leader trustworthiness was shown to mediate the relationship between BR 
and LE and results supported the proposition that BR positively affects follower evaluations of 
leader ability and benevolence.  
A much more nuanced picture emerged with regards to how BD affects perceptions of 
TW. Two measures of BD were employed in the direct-report only sample; the first captured the 
negative aspect of differentiated behavior (e.g. variable or erratic leader behavior) and the second 
captured the positive aspect (e.g. adaptive behavior or the integrated display of leadership roles). 
   
 
77 
Variable or erratic leader behavior was found to have a negative effect on TW, demonstrating 
that such behavior can erode trust, likely by negatively affecting follower perceptions of leader 
integrity. However, adaptive leader behavior was found to have a positive effect on TW 
suggesting that variable behavior, when enacted appropriately, can also build trust. In both of 
these instances, TW was shown to fully mediate the relationship between BD (positive and 
negative) and LE.  
The theoretical model put forward in this paper proposed that authenticity may be 
necessary in order for leaders to successfully enact a range of leadership roles (i.e. vary their 
behavior) while maintaining the trust of their followers. It was hypothesized that AL could prove 
to be the antidote for differentiated leadership behavior, specifically that highly differentiated 
behavior would have a negative effect on trustworthiness at low levels of authenticity but that 
this effect would disappear as authenticity increases. No support for this proposition was found 
and the data suggests that the complete opposite may in fact be true. In the direct-report only 
sample no interaction was found between the negative aspect of BD (BD-neg) and AL. However, 
a significant interaction between the positive aspect of BD and leader authenticity was found and 
suggests that less authentic leaders are seen as less trustworthy regardless of the extent to which 
they are perceived to vary their behavior in a positive manner. The results show that higher 
levels of authenticity do not mitigate the negative effect of BD as hypothesized. In the team 
sample the interaction between AL & BD was similar but the effect of BD was more 
pronounced. In this sample, high BD resulted in lower ratings of leader trustworthiness, 
regardless of the level of leader authenticity. At low levels of BD, authenticity had more of an 
effect with more authentic leaders being seen as more trustworthy.  
   
 
78 
This chapter continues by interpreting these findings, highlighting their significance and 
providing potential explanation. The wider implications of this research and directions for future 
research and practice are also examined. Finally, limitations of the study are discussed, so results 
can be viewed in context. 
Interpreting Key Findings 
Empirically this research set out to do two things. The first goal was to replicate findings 
in the existing literature, exploring whether the established relationships between BR, BD and 
LE are consistent across different samples. The second goal was to use this replication as a 
foundation upon which to define and test a theoretical model of “predictably flexible” leadership 
behavior. Key findings associated with each of these areas will be discussed in the following 
section. In some cases, little explanation is required as results are consistent and confirm existing 
theory and empirical work. In other cases, the findings require greater discussion as they are 
inconsistent or do not build on the extant literature.  
The importance of trustworthiness. Trust has been shown to be an essential element in 
the smooth functioning of leader-follower relationships (Burke, Sims, Lazzara, & Salas, 2007; 
Gillespie & Mann, 2004; McAllister, 1995). Research has consistently shown that the level of 
trust followers have in their leader influences their attitudes, behaviors and performance. Trust 
influences follower satisfaction with their leader, willingness to follow, intentions to quit, 
communication quality, discretionary effort, organizational commitment, and job performance 
(Connell, Ferres, & Travaglione, 2003; Corbitt & Martz, 2003; Costa, 2003; Burke et al., 2007; 
Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). It has been argued that a leader’s trustworthiness may be the single most 
important factor in subordinates’ judgments of his or her effectiveness (Gillespie & Mann, 2004; 
Harris & Hogan, 1992). 
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This research supports and reinforces previous work in this area. Not only was a strong 
relationship found between leader trustworthiness and leader effectiveness, but leader 
trustworthiness was also shown to mediate the relationship between BR, BD, AL and 
effectiveness. This suggests leader trustworthiness may be one of the major conduits through 
which we evaluate aspects of leadership behavior. The mechanisms for this are discussed below.  
The value of breadth: Key behavioral repertoire findings. A broad behavioral repertoire 
involves being able to play a range of managerial-leadership roles that are prerequisite for 
responding to the full variety of organizational scenarios and demands (Denison et al., 1995; 
Hart & Quinn, 1993; Hooijberg, 1996; Hooijberg et al., 1997). The results of this study support 
previous findings that a broad behavioral repertoire is related to leadership effectiveness and 
expands on previous work by showing that the reason for this relationship is likely because 
displaying a range of leadership roles builds trust. The present study found that leaders who 
frequently display a broader number of leadership roles are seen as more able and benevolent 
and as a result more trustworthy than leaders who are seen to enact a more limited number of 
relevant roles & behaviors. This is not a surprising finding. People in the workplace frequently 
make inferences about the ability of others based on “the group of skills, competencies, and 
characteristics that enable a party to have influence within some specific domain” (Mayer, et al., 
1995, p717). In the domain of leadership, those who can enact a broad number of leadership 
roles, for example acting as mentors, directors, innovators & coordinators, will be seen as more 
able and by extension, more trustworthy and effective. The results of this study suggest that a 
broad behavioral repertoire is not only a desirable attribute because it allows leaders to respond 
to the full range of organization demands, but also because it builds trust and leads to more 
positive leader-follower relationships.   
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It is important to note that the measure of BR employed in this study assesses the frequency 
with which a leader is seen to enact leadership roles. While consistent with prior research (e.g. 
Denison et al., 1995; Hooijberg, 1996; Hooijberg, Hunt & Dodge, 1997) this operationalization 
does mean that both strength, as well as breadth, of leadership roles were assessed. This measure 
was calculated by taking an average across the four CVF quadrants; a high score (e.g. 6 or 7) is 
indicative of a leader who enacts the full breadth of roles outlined in the CVF. However, a 
moderate BR score could indicate a leader who enacts a range of roles with moderate frequency, 
or a smaller number of roles with greater frequency. Thus it is not possible to say that it is only 
role breadth that is contributing to the results discussed above – the strength (or frequency) with 
which a leader plays certain roles may also be important. Regardless of this important nuance, 
the present study reinforces the idea that leaders need to be skilled in a range of behaviors in 
order to be successful.  
The Challenge of Differentiation. While clear support was found for the proposition that a 
broad/strong behavioral repertoire builds trust, the effect that the variable enactment of this 
repertoire has on trust is less clear. This study built on previous research by proposing that the 
reason why variable leader behavior is less effective in the eyes of direct reports (Hooijberg, 
1996; Wu et al., 2010; Simons, 2002) is because behavioral differentiation is a trust eroding 
activity that damages follower perceptions of leader integrity. While only partial support for this 
hypothesis the results contribute to one of the major findings of this study and help illuminate the 
light and dark side of behavioral differentiation.  
Measuring behavioral differentiation. Before delving further into these findings further, it 
is important to set context by discussing the measures of BD used in both samples. The self-
report measure of behavioral differentiation used with the individual sample was based on 
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previous research conducted by Wu et al. (2010) who studied the construct in the context of 
supply manager’s relationships with their customers. As outlined in Chapter 3, two items were 
used verbatim from this original measure and three were reworded to fit the context of this study 
(the original items were related specifically to behaviors supply chain managers employ). This 
original measure captured the extent to which leaders are seen to effectively vary their behavior 
with different individuals (e.g. “Adapts his/her behavior to work effectively with different 
people”) and the extent to which leader display behaviors associated with different quadrants of 
the CVF (e.g. “May go from mentoring and facilitating to directing work and pushing for 
productivity”). To more explicitly capture the negative aspects of variable behavior and the 
notion that differentiated leaders adjust their behavior across situation as well as individuals, four 
additional items were added to expand the measure (e.g. “Plays different roles depending on the 
situation” and “Is inconsistent in their behavior/approach to work”).  
Two dimensions of BD emerged from these 9-items (see table 4) – the first captures negative 
perceptions of differentiated leadership behavior (BD Neg); the second captures more positive 
perceptions of differentiated leadership behavior. These two dimensions are conceptually and 
statistically distinct and when comparing them to the measure of BD in the team study, it is clear 
that BD-Neg seems most conceptually similar. Both BD-Neg and the BD measure employed in 
the team sample were negatively correlated to perceptions of leader trustworthiness and leader 
effectiveness and shared a very similar profile when compared to other variables in the study. 
BD-Neg assesses the extent to which direct reports see their leader as inconsistent and varying 
their behavior across different contexts. The team measure of BD operationalizes the construct as 
the variance in team member’s assessment of the same leader’s behavior. While these measures 
operationalize BD in two very distinct ways, both seem to be assessing the same construct – 
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namely the extent to which leaders vary their behavior across situations and different constituent 
groups. On the other hand the BD-Pos measure was positively correlated with perceptions of 
leader trustworthiness and effectiveness suggesting that it is not only distinct from these other 
measures of BD but may also be tapping into a different component of the construct all-together. 
An examination of the items suggest that this measure captures an assessment of differentiated 
behavior that is seen as more adaptive, appropriate or adaptive given situational needs and 
demands.  
Key findings regarding leader behavioral differentiation. Combined the results of this 
study suggest that a leaders’ direct reports and team may view differentiated behavior in two 
qualitatively different ways. First, it is clear that variable leader behavior can have a negative 
effect of followers. In the direct report only sample, individuals who rated their leaders as high 
on the negative behavioral differentiation measure also perceived them to be less trustworthy, 
and specifically as lacking integrity. In the team sample, the effect size and direction was almost 
identical, although the relationship was not statistically significant due to the small size of the 
team sample. Thus in both samples, the data supports the proposition that leaders who vary their 
behavior are seen as less trustworthy. This is in line with previous findings presented by 
Hooijberg (1996) and add weight to the caution that variable leader behavior can have a 
downside. This finding also sets the stage for one of the key questions posed in this research 
study – that is, if variable leadership behavior can damage trust, and trust is an essential 
component of leadership effectiveness, then how can leaders operate with flexibility without 
damaging their relationship with their followers? This question is discussed in the next section 
after discussion of the findings associated with the positive measure of BD.  
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The positive measure of BD that emerged in this study paints an entirely different story 
regarding the effect of variable leader behavior. BD-Pos was positively related to TW in this 
study, a finding that is counter to the findings of Wu et al. (2010) upon which this measure was 
based. The fact that this measure is uncorrelated with BD-Neg demonstrates that it is tapping into 
a different aspect of behavioral differentiation. This measure seems to assess the more positive 
aspects of variable leadership behavior containing words such as “adapts”, “adjusts”, and 
“effectively”. As a result it is likely that this measure captures not only if a leader varies their 
behavior, but whether that variability is perceived favorably. In addition, this measure contains 
items that assess whether a leader enacts contradictory behaviors in some balanced way, rather 
than simply enacting two distinct roles. For example, the item “May go from mentoring and 
facilitating to directing work and pushing for productivity” is intended to assess whether leaders 
enact roles associated with the top left quadrant, people, and the bottom right quadrant, task of 
Quinn’s (1984) competing values framework. Higher responses indicate the perception that a 
leader can enact these different roles and are thus differentiated in their behavior.  
One important question is why the BD-Pos measure employed in this study yielded such 
different findings from those reported by Wu et al. (2010). In the present study, the positive 
measure of BD was found to be positively related to perceptions of leader effectiveness, while in 
the Wu et al. (2010) study this relationship was found to be the opposite. Two potential reasons 
are offered to explain this difference. First, it is possible that the changes made to the measure, 
specifically the inclusion of more negative items, fundamentally altered how participants 
perceived the concept of behavioral differentiation. The inclusion of these items may have forced 
respondents to pay closer attention to the constructs by creating more of a stark contrast among 
the positive and negative aspects of variable leadership behavior. Such a contrast may have not 
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only reduced acquiescence bias (Nunnally, 1978) but may have also forced respondents to 
reframe how they assessed their leader.  The lack of any significant correlation between these 
BD-Pos and BD-Neg measures  illustrates their conceptual distinctiveness and lends support to 
this argument.  
The second potential explanation for these different findings may be attributed to the nature 
of the sample. Wu et al. (2010) studied behavioral differentiation within a very distinct 
professional sample, namely supply chain managers and their suppliers. It is possible that the 
relationships found in that study are unique to that context. For example, it is possible that 
suppliers view any variable behavior to be negative, regardless whether it is more “adaptive” or 
“integrative” as discussed above. As the present study included respondents from a broader 
number of industries and job functions, it is more likely that the results presented here are 
generalizable and those of Wu et al. (2010) are more sample specific.  
In concert, the results in this study support the idea that variable behavior can be perceived 
both positively and negatively. On the negative side, leaders who are seen to vary the roles they 
play with different team members, or from situation to situation, can be viewed as inconsistent or 
hard to predict. Such perceptions make a leader seem less trustworthy and ultimately damage 
their effectiveness in the eyes of their followers. However, the results suggest that variable 
behavior can also have a positive effective. Variable behavior can be seen as appropriate or 
adaptive when this is the case leaders are seen to be more trustworthy and effective. This finding 
brings us back to the question of why this distinction exists, and what a leader can do to ensure 
their variable behavior is perceived positively instead of negatively.  
Does Authenticity matter? A core objective of this study was to explore whether leader 
authenticity, that is, the extent to which leaders demonstrate a pattern of behavior that promotes 
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both positive psychological capacities and a positive ethical climate (Walumbwa et al., 2008), 
may help mitigate the observed negative effect of flexible, variable and differentiated behavior. 
In chapter 2 it was hypothesized that authentic leaders provide followers with a different lens 
through which they can view integrity, framing it in terms of their values & intent rather than 
simply whether they enact different roles across different situations. In this vein authenticity was 
positioned as a potential “silver bullet” that allows leaders to respond to a variety of 
organizational demands while maintaining the trust of their followers.  
No evidence was found in support of this proposition. While a significant interaction effect 
between BD and AL on TW was found in both samples, the nature of this interaction was not in 
the hypothesized direction. In fact, these interactions merely reinforced the powerful effect that 
authenticity has on leadership effectiveness (Peterson et al., 2012; Clapp-Smith et al. 2009; Peas 
et al., 2012; Hmieleski, Cole, & Baron, 2012) and demonstrated that even at high levels of 
authenticity, differentiated leader is seen as less trustworthy than consistent behavior. This 
suggests that AL may not be the answer this research was looking for. 
However, the distinction between positive and negative leadership behavior suggests that 
there is a way in which leaders can enact different roles across team members and in different 
situations without damaging ones relationship with their direct reports. It is possible that 
authenticity may be an important component of this equation but that further theoretical and 
empirical work is required to explore this. For example, self-awareness, an element of AL and a 
sub dimension of the measure employed in this study, is required for leaders to understand the 
motives for their actions and explain them in a coherent fashion to their followers. It was 
proposed that such awareness and transparency could help reframe follower perceptions of leader 
integrity and turn differentiated behavior from a trust eroding to a trust building activity. This 
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proposition was not supported in the present study using the measure of self-awareness contained 
with the ALQ (Walumbwa et al., 2008). However, it is possible that a different 
operationalization of self-awareness may in fact yield different findings. For example, self-
awareness has been conceptualized by the degree of congruence between leaders self-ratings of 
competence and the ratings of others (e.g. Church, 1997). While there is conceptual overlap 
between this and the sub-dimension contained in the ALQ, there are also areas where they may 
differ. A question that could be explored in future study is whether that area of difference is 
sufficiently powerful to demonstrate that self-awareness can indeed help overcome the negative 
effects of variable behavior.    
Re-conceptualizing variable leadership behavior. In the opening chapters of this 
dissertation, Authenticity was positioned as the potential “antidote” that allows leaders’ to 
maintain their relationships while varying their behavior across contexts. However, the results 
suggest that we could also consider abandoning this belief and that instead we may be better 
served by re-conceptualizing what variability means altogether. In chapter 1 it was argued that 
some inconsistency in managerial behavior is inevitable and indeed necessary for effective 
organizational functioning, and that whether such variability is viewed in a negative light may 
depend in part on how the leader helps followers understand these needs. The basic premise of 
this argument is that some “window” into a leader’s character is necessary in order for followers 
to view them as possessing sufficient integrity. Authenticity was put forth as the mechanism 
through which that window is provided but this was not supported in the data. It may be that this 
entire theoretical frame itself is flawed and rather than displaying an entirely different set of 
behaviors to counteract the negative effect of variable behavior, effective leaders are those who 
find a way to enact the full range of leadership roles in a way that simply does not seem variable. 
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Perhaps the answer is not transparency of motive and intent but instead about enacting a diverse 
array of roles in a way that seems consistent. Said another way, effective leaders are those who 
can enact the range of leadership roles in such a skilled way that followers don’t see the seams.  
It is not hard to think of an example of such a leader. It is the individual who is able to 
facilitate a team meeting, soliciting ideas, synthesizing what is shared, defining a plan and 
assigning accountability for the work that needs to be done. In this instance such an individual 
would be demonstrating a very broad behavioral repertoire and displaying appropriate role 
behavior that meets the needs of the situation. The leader in this example could be said to be 
playing a facilitator, innovator, director and producer role, all with flexibility and skill. There is 
nothing to suggest that the participants of such a meeting would evaluate that leader as 
inconsistent and there is little to suggest that such a leader would seem untrustworthy. This 
example suggests that it is the skill with which the variety of leadership roles are enacted that 
matters more than the character, transparency or self-awareness of the leader enacting them.  
This line of thinking borrows on this work of Smith and Lewis (2011) who outline what 
leaders can do in order to navigate paradoxical organizational demands. The authors propose that 
managerial-leaders need to adopt a duality or yin-yang based mindset rather than an either or 
mentality, in order to navigate the natural tensions that exist in organizations. Drawing on the 
work of Poole and Van de Ven (1989) they argue that the adoption of such a mindset is 
necessary to move from a place where leaders accept tensions but keep them separate, to one 
where a leader actively works to integrate and synthesize the opposing poles. The authors use the 
term “consistent inconsistency” to suggest that leaders must frequently and dynamically shift 
between roles & decisions, making deliberate choices in the short term but aware of the 
contradiction in the long term (Smith & Lewis, 2011, p 392). The two measures of BD employed 
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in this study may identify leaders who employ these different integration strategies. Those seen 
as inconsistent and erratic are differentiated in their behavior, but employ roles in a manner that 
seems disjointed and confusing to their teams. Perhaps they themselves as leaders are unaware of 
this variability or are aware but still think of the management of tension as an “either-or” or 
“zero-sum” game. Conversely, those seen as more adaptive and effective are also differentiated 
in their behavior, but employ roles in a manner that seems appropriate or logical to others. These 
leaders may be more nuanced in how they view the management of tensions and are closer to the 
synthesis stage. If true, these ideas would not only help answer why some variable behavior is 
seen as positive and some as negative but also provide a clear path for how to develop these 
capabilities in leaders.  
Implications for Future Research & Practice 
This study has several implications for research. First, this research replicates and 
supports many existing findings in the leadership literature using two disparate samples, two 
levels of analysis, and two different operationalizations of the same construct (BD). This study 
supports research that has positioned behavioral repertoire and leader authenticity as important 
determinants of leadership effectiveness and have found that behavioral differentiation, when 
defined purely in terms behavioral variation, has a negative impact on the leader-follower 
relationship. Such replication is essential to our discipline as it provides confidence in our data 
and the conclusions we collective draw. It is perhaps more important than ever given recent 
challenges that have been found in this area (see Open Science Collaboration, 2015).  
Second, this research answers calls for greater theoretical integration in leadership 
research (e.g. Avolio, 2007) by connecting a number of previously disparate leadership 
constructs. While the constructs included in this study are all well established in their own right, 
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very little work has been conducted into how they may be related or the relative importance of 
each. This study has connected the concepts of behavioral complexity, authenticity and trust both 
conceptually and empirically to demonstrate how they work in concert to have an impact on 
leadership effectiveness. Beyond the theoretical model, this research also provides some initial 
evidence for which leader behaviors have the largest effect on perceptions of leader 
trustworthiness and effectiveness. The correlational analyses suggest that authenticity and 
behavioral repertoire may have similarly large positive effects on perceptions of leader 
trustworthiness and effectiveness (the correlation between AL & TW in the two samples were 
.86 and .88; between AL & LE it was .82 and .79; the correlation between BR & TW was .68 
and .86; between BR & LE it was .57 and .84). Behavioral repertoire, by comparison, would 
seem to have a much weaker negative effect on these two outcomes (the correlation between BD 
& TW was -.21 and -.14; for BD & LE it was -.17 and  -.08). While a comparison of this type is 
not statistically rigorous, it does provide insight that could inform future theory building and 
empirical study.  
Third, this research helps elevate the importance of leader trustworthiness and positions it 
as an essential leadership concern. This study suggests that leader trustworthiness is a key 
mechanism through which individuals translate observations of leadership behavior into 
subsequent evaluations of their effectiveness. By demonstrating that perceptions of leader ability, 
benevolence and integrity (collectively leader trustworthiness) fully mediate the relationship 
between behavioral repertoire, authenticity and leadership effectiveness this study not only 
reinforces the importance of these constructs but also outlines how and why they are important. 
There is some evidence that this relationship occurs for other important leadership 
characteristics. For example, Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman & Fetter (1990) found that the 
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effects of transformational leadership on follower citizenship behaviors are mediated by 
followers' trust in their leaders. Kalshoven & Hartog (2009) also found that follower trust in their 
leader mediates the relationship between ethical leader behavior and effectiveness. Future 
research should look to build on this foundation by exploring the effect that other important 
leadership characteristics have on perceptions of leader trustworthiness and effectiveness. Such 
research may help illuminate just how universal these findings may be.  
However, there are many unanswered research questions that could be explored in future 
research. As we know, behavior is influenced by both the individual and the environment 
(Lewin, 1936) and so it is important that future research consider the role that context may play. 
Future studies should continue to explore the central question of this study, namely what 
distinguishes positively differentiated leaders from more negatively differentiated leaders. The 
discussion thus far has focused on the individual factors that could determine this – such as self-
awareness or an ability to balance or integrate competing demands. However, research should 
also look to contextual factors that influence this relationship. For example, not all organizations 
are equally complex or require the same variety of behavior. It is possible that in more stable 
organizations, changeable and flexible leader behavior is viewed negatively but in more 
dynamic, fast-paced organizations, this same behavior is viewed more positively.  
Additionally, future research should look to explore the relationships found in this study 
using longitudinal or experimental methods. This study proposed, and found, that leader 
behavior drives follower perceptions of trustworthiness which in turn drives follower evaluations 
of their leaders’ effectiveness. However, this data was all collected at one point in time and 
additional research is needed if we are to feel confident regarding the direction of these 
relationships. It is possible that rather than mediating the relationship between leader behavior 
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and effectiveness, that instead trust moderates it. Variable behavior may be viewed more 
positively in leader-follower relationships that are more trusting from the start. Longitudinal 
studies in which data points are collected over time would provide insight into the direction of 
this relationship.  Studies of this nature could also explore the effects of flexible behavior over 
time, assessing whether the negative effect of variable behavior is short or long-lived. For 
example, it is possible that there are different types of variable leader – those who are 
consistently unpredictable and erratic and those who are truly responding to real organizational 
demands (e.g. those who are trying to create change within their environment). It is likely that 
the former of these would damage the leader-follower relationship in the long-term but the latter 
of these may only damage trust in the short term.  
In practical terms, this study can inform how we frame development for managerial-leaders. 
The current state of leadership development is akin to a jigsaw puzzle in which we provide 
would-be leaders with the pieces but no overall picture to replicate. Think for a moment how the 
central ideas of this study are portrayed currently. As a field we tell managers that they need to 
be flexible, adapting to meet the needs of different stakeholders and organizational demands. We 
tell them they must play breadth of roles and that the role(s) they need to play at any given time 
will depend on the situation they are in, the needs of their followers and on their specific 
objective. Ultimately we tell them that change is the order of the day as we live in fast moving 
and complex times. At the same time we tell leaders that they must be consistent, and even-
keeled, and possess integrity. Ultimately we tell them that it’s not just what they do and the 
results they achieve, but how they do it. This summary is purposefully extreme but provides an 
illustration of the complex and, at times, conflicting messages being sent to leaders through the 
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popular press, books, consulting literature and journal articles. As a field we leave leaders to 
wrestle with how they can incorporate all these ideas.  
By demonstrating the critical role of trustworthiness in the leader-follower relationship this 
work may provide a simple frame to help organize these many messages. Indeed, rather than 
focusing on a range of disparate models, theories and concepts, this research suggests that there 
may be value in focusing on the core elements trustworthiness – ability, benevolence & integrity 
– and ensuring that leaders are meeting the needs of their constituent groups (e.g. direct reports, 
peers, superiors, board of directors, customers etc.) in these three areas. This may be the ultimate 
framework that matters most. The simple question of “how can I be seen as more able, 
benevolent or as possessing greater integrity?” may be an essential first step on the leadership 
development journey. To help leaders answer these questions we can continue to leverage many 
of our traditional approaches to leadership development. For example, to help leaders answer the 
questions “how can I be seen as more able?” and “how do I demonstrate benevolence” we must 
help define what effective leaders do and provide the experiences, coaching and guidance to help 
individuals develop these skills. Developing competency models (see McClelland, 1973; 
Boyatzis, 2008) that communicate that full range of leader behavior required for effective 
organizational functioning can help paint the full picture of what effective leaders need to do. 
While the framework used in this research based on Quinn’s (1984) CVF is an excellent starting 
point, many organizations choose to expand or refine their models in order to make them 
contextually relevant. Such models should seek to capture the breadth of behavior required of 
managerial-leaders in order to stay consistent with this discussion but once developed these 
competency models can be used to guide developmental experiences and form the basis upon 
which multi-rater feedback and coaching is provided (see McCall, 2010). Collectively these 
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activities will help provide a framework that communicates what is expected of effective 
managerial-leaders and the experiences and support to develop the skills associated with this 
framework.   
This trustworthiness framework also helps expand our concerns beyond what a leader can do 
(i.e. BR) but how they take up their role (i.e. BR). The question “how can I be seen to possess 
greater integrity?” is perhaps the toughest question of the three to answer. It takes us out of the 
realm of individual roles and behaviors and into consideration of how these come together to 
form a constellation or pattern. While this study was unable to answer the question of how 
leaders do this, it has demonstrated that it is possible and provided some insight in this area. The 
discussion offered previously suggests that there are many things a leader can and should do to 
help ensure their variable behavior is perceived positively rather than negatively. Leaders should 
provide context to their employees, outlining the need for such behavior in the current moment. 
Leaders should help their followers understand that any change in behavior is as a result of 
natural tensions that exist in organizational life and rather than as a result of some ‘zero-sum’ or 
‘either-or’ decision. And finally leaders should seek to be ‘consistently inconsistent’ (Smith & 
Lewis, 2011) by adjusting their behavior in the short term but always focusing others on the 
more macro tensions that exist in the environment. Leadership coaching may again be the key 
here to help leaders gain perspective on their behavior (Van Velsor, McCauley, Ruderman, 
2010). Such coaching should focus on what the leader is trying to achieve, how they are 
operating and how they are being perceived. Analysis in these areas can help identify where a 
leader is overusing or underusing certain behaviors and whether they risk being seen as 
inconsistent and erratic. The ultimate goal of this type of coaching is to help leaders vary their 
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behavior in an adaptive and appropriate way, helping them find the sweet spot between 
variability and consistency and maintaining the trust of their followers.  
Limitations 
 While this study has provided unique insight into the relationship between behavioral 
complexity, authenticity, leaders trustworthiness and effectiveness there were a number of 
methodological decisions and trade-offs that should be considered when interpreting these 
findings. Specifically the sample, procedure, measures and nature of the sample all warrant 
discussion in order to appropriately situate the findings of this study in the proper context.  
Procedure. A key limitation of this study was that all ratings came from a single source, 
namely a leader’s direct reports, at a single moment in time. As a result there is the possibility of 
common-method variance, that is, error that is introduced into a study as a result of measuring 
different variables from a single source, i.e., one individual (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). In the 
present study, there are two major risks associated with this.  
 The first risk is that respondents may not have sufficiently differentiated among the 
various measures included in the study limiting the confidence and generalizability of the 
findings. This study relied on the respondent’s ability to assess different aspects of leadership 
behavior independently at both the construct (e.g. behavioral repertoire, differentiation and 
authenticity) and dimension level (i.e. the ability, benevolence and integrity sub dimensions of 
leader trustworthiness). However, the lack of separation between measures and the risk of 
general survey fatigue may have resulted in respondents providing more general assessments of 
their leader, rather than a rich and nuanced picture of their actual behavior. The high correlation 
among predictors in the study suggests that this concern is at least partially valid. While some 
degree of correlation is likely due to both conceptual overlap and within-subject consistency, it is 
   
 
95 
likely that this overlap is also indicative of common method bias and that some general within-
subjects leadership factor exists across each construct.  
A second and related limitation in the present study arises with the use of correlated 
predictors in multiple regression analysis. The use of such data risks violating the assumption of 
independence and thereby increases the risk of multicollinearity between the predictors in the 
model. In this study, there was moderate to high positive correlation between behavioral 
repertoire & authenticity in both samples. In the direct report only sample, BD-pos was also 
highly correlated with these two variables. While an assessment of VIF and tolerance results in 
each analysis indicated no issues with multicollinearity in this study, the issue is worth our 
consideration.  
Every effort was made in this study to reduce the risks associated when collecting data 
from a single-source. For example, the independent and dependent variables were sandwiched on 
either side of a section where respondents answered demographic question about themselves in 
order to create some psychological separation. Additionally all variables were centered when 
analyzing interaction terms as per recommendations put forth by Aiken and West (1991) to 
reduce colinearity issues and increase the interpretability of the results. However, future studies 
should look at additional options to mitigate these risks. For example, a time series design could 
be used to administer the survey over multiple periods to further increase the psychological 
separation between constructs. Additionally, non-self report measures of critical variables (see 
discussion of Leadership effectiveness below) could be included to also reduce single-source 
bias.  
 Measuring Leadership Effectiveness. Multiple perspectives exist around the most 
appropriate way to measure leadership effectiveness. While many personality scholars have 
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campaigned for standard definitions of the concept in order to improve the overall rigor and 
generalizability of research (e.g., Hogan, Murphy & Hogan, 1994; Hogan and Kaiser, 2005; 
Kaiser, Hogan & Craig, 2008) other leadership scholars have claimed that the definition should 
meet the purposes of the research at hand (Bass, 1960). In an attempt to replicate previous 
research, the present study employed the measure of leadership effectiveness utilized by 
Hooijberg & Quinn (1992). However, it should be noted that other conceptualizations exist and 
that future research should expand on the measures employed here.  
While the present study achieved the objective of replicating previous research on the topic 
of behavioral complexity and leadership effectiveness, this conceptualization of leadership 
effectiveness is somewhat limited in that it only measures one aspect, namely follower 
perceptions. While beyond the scope of the present study, future research should seek to employ 
a broader conceptualization of leadership effectiveness in order to increase both the impact and 
generalizability of the findings. Two approaches could be employed. First, ratings of other 
constituent groups (e.g. a focal leaders’ peers and supervisor) could be incorporated. This would 
not only allow a more rounded assessment of a leader’s effectiveness but also address the 
concerns of single-source bias outlined earlier. Second, team and organizational outcomes could 
be used to assess whether self-report assessments of leader effectiveness translate into actual 
team and organizational performance. For example, the present study collected data from teams 
within a customer service function. Team level data on customer satisfaction and efficiency 
could be used to explore whether follower perceptions of trustworthiness and effectiveness 
translate into these indicators of team performance.  
Survey Break-off Rate. There are two questions about the sample that remain unanswered 
in this research. The first is whether notable differences exist between those invited to participate 
   
 
97 
in the survey and those who responded (i.e. accessed the survey). As noted in Chapter 3, due to 
the convenience (and snow-ball) sampling methodology employed, no data is available regarding 
those who were invited to participate in the survey and those who accessed the survey. Similarly, 
the overall response rate for each sample is not available.  
The second question is whether the profile of those who accessed the survey and chose not to 
complete it differed from those who completed the survey. Again, the lack of data available in 
this area makes it impossible to answer this question and explore potential bias through selection 
(Campbell & Stanley, 1959). Recent meta-analyses have found median reported survey breakoff 
rates of between 16% and 34% (Lozar Manfreda & Vehovar, 2002; Musch & Reips, 2000). The 
survey break-off rate in the present study was significantly higher than even the higher of these 
two numbers (76.3%% in sample 1 and 42.8% % in sample 2). However, it is important to note 
that these meta-analyses included a broad range of methodologies, many of which employed best 
practices such as providing incentives for completion to reduce break-off rate (see Church, 
1993). The present study did not provide such incentives and this may partially explain the 
increased break-off rate. Indeed a recent doctoral dissertation that employed a similar sampling 
methodology and no incentives reported a 45% break-off rate (Morris, 2011). A major difference 
was that the present study required individuals to provide assessments of their manager/leader, 
while Morris (2011) asked individuals to provide self-ratings. A number of studies have 
demonstrated that concerns about privacy and confidentiality can have a significant effect on 
both survey response and break-off rates (Cialdini, Braver and Wolf, 1993; DeMaio, 1980; Frey, 
1986) and despite attempts to assure respondents of the confidential nature of the study, it is 
likely that many respondents were concerned about providing such assessments, especially with 
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only limited knowledge of the study and its context. It is thought that this explains the higher 
than normal drop-off rate. 
Rogelberg et al. (2003) argue that random missingness of data (i.e. data that is missing but is 
unrelated to a variable in the study) does not affect the generalizability of the study findings but 
that non-random missingness, i.e., data that is missing because it is related to a variable in the 
study, generates biased results. One concern with the present study is this high number of 
individuals who accessed the survey but did not agree to the informed consent (or quit the survey 
at this stage without providing a response). Two major reasons are offered for why this drop-off 
rate may be so high. The first, is that individuals accessed the survey expecting to answer a few 
simple questions but after being confronted with a formal informed consent page (see Appendix 
A) realized the study was more involved that. Lynn, Taylor and Brook (2005) propose an 
‘opportunity costs’ theory where respondents weigh up the costs and benefits in a survey. It is 
possible that after clicking on the survey link as a ‘favor’ and being confronted with a formal 
informed consent page, respondents decided that the benefits did not outweigh the costs of 
participation (e.g. time and effort). Such break-off can be considered ‘random missingness’ as 
the only variable that defines non-respondents from respondents in this case is their willingness 
to participate in a research study for which they were receiving no payment. Such a variable is 
unlikely to be related to how individuals would assess managerial behavior.  
However, the second reason offered for this high break-off rate is that respondents decided 
that they were not comfortable providing ratings of their manager/leader. In this case the data 
would be considered non-random missingness as the unwillingness to respond is likely related to 
the purpose of the study. For example, it is plausible that individuals who are more wary of 
providing ratings of the manager/leader all share a similar fear of repercussion if the data were to 
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become public. Such individuals may share a similar type of manager/leader and if this were the 
case then the methodology employed would have selected out certain types of leaders/direct 
report relationships that exist in most organizations.  
While this is an inherent challenge of this type of methodology, there are ways in which 
future research could mitigate this issue, or at least gain insight into the reason for such high non-
response rates. One suggestion would be to ask additional questions to respondents who do not 
agree to the informed consent page. For example, if the present study were to be conducted again 
we would want to know whether those who did not proceed past the informed consent page did 
so because they a) didn’t want to commit the time to the study; b) didn’t want to provide ratings 
of their current manager/leader; c) objected for some other reason. Such data would not increase 
the response rate but would help the researcher determine whether the non-responses posed a 
threat the generalizability of the study. Again, this data was not available in the present study but 
future research should look to incorporate these suggestions.  
Conclusion  
Prior esearch on leadership behavioral complexity suggests that skilled behaviorally 
complex leaders are more effective (Hooijberg, 1996; Pavett & Lau, 1982; Denison, et al., 1995; 
Lawrence et al., 2009; Morse & Wagner, 1978; McCall & Segrist, 1980). These findings are 
supported by trade books and articles that extoll the need and virtue of flexible and adaptive 
leadership (e.g. Kaplan & Kaiser, 2006; Sloan, 1994; Yukl & Lepsinger, 2004). Collectively the 
wisdom is that leaders who can play a wide-range of leadership roles and vary the enactment of 
those roles across different situations are the most desirable and effective. However, evidence 
exists that flexible leadership behavior can have a dark side when not enacted effectively. 
Specifically, varying behavior across situations and contexts can have a negative impact on a 
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leaders’ relationship with their followers (Hooijberg, 1996; Wu et al., 2010; Simons, 2002), a 
finding that was supported in the present study. The findings of this study suggest that while a 
broad behavioral repertoire is a key determinant of effectiveness, the flexible enactment of that 
repertoire can have the opposite effect, if followers don’t perceive it to be appropriate or 
adaptive.  
 The theory and research presented in this paper suggest the reason for this comes down to 
one of the most fundamental elements of any relationship, trust. Followers observe their leader’s 
behavior and make inferences about their ability, benevolence, integrity and ultimately their 
general trustworthiness. The results of this study suggest a broad behavioral repertoire 
demonstrates ability and benevolence and thus enhances trust but that variable behavior 
demonstrates a lack of integrity and can erode trust. Ultimately these assessments determine the 
extent to which followers see their leader to be effective. Authenticity was proposed as a 
potential remedy for this as it provides followers with a different criteria on which to anchor their 
assessments of leader integrity. However, while no evidence was found for this effect the results 
do suggest that leaders can vary their behavior and still maintain their relationships with their 
followers. Potential mechanisms through which this may happen were offered in this paper but 
additional research for a more definitive answer is needed.  
 In sum these findings serve to replicate previous results, increasing our confidence in the 
importance of behavioral complexity and authenticity in leadership. They also serve to position 
trustworthiness as a key mechanism through which followers make evaluations of leader 
effectiveness. Finally the notion that leaders need to be predictably flexible may still hold true, 
but future research will need to demonstrate the specific mechanisms for just how that works.   
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Appendix A: Informed consent (Page 1 of online survey) 
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Appendix B: Eligibility Check Point (Page 2 of online survey) 
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Appendix C: Behavioral complexity measure 




1 = Almost never; 2 = Very seldom; 3 = Seldom; 4 = Occasionally;  
5= Frequently; 6 = Very frequently; 7 = Almost always 
 
My leader… 
The Innovator Role  
1. Comes up with inventive ideas 
2. Experiments with new concepts and ideas. 
The Broker Role  
3. Exerts upward influence in the organization.  
4. Influences decisions made at higher levels. 
The Producer Role  
5. Sees that the unit delivers on stated goals.  
6. Gets the unit to meet expected goals. 
The Director Role  
7. Makes the unit's role very clear. 
8. Clarifies the unit’s priorities and directions 
The Coordinator  
9. Anticipates workflow problems, avoids crisis.  
10. Brings a sense of order to the unit.  
The Monitor  
11. Maintains tight supervisory control to ensure correct procedures are followed  
12. Compares records, reports and so on to detect discrepancies 
The Facilitator 
13. Surfaces key differences among group members, then works participatively to resolve 
them  
14. Encourages participative decision making in the group 
The Mentor Role   
15. Shows empathy and concern in dealing with subordinates.  
16. Treats each individual in a sensitive, caring way. 
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Appendix D: Behavioral differentiation measure 
Scale:  




1. Adapts his/her behavior to work effectively with different people*  
2. Adjusts his/her approach to relate to different individuals*  
3. Plays different roles when working with different people **  
4. May go from mentoring and facilitating to directing work and pushing for productivity**  
5. May go from influencing change and innovation  to encouraging stability & monitoring 
process**  
6. Emphasizes the importance of adhering to procedure as well as generating new ideas and 
ways of operating**  
7. Changes his/her behavior depending on the situation***  
8. Plays different roles depending on the situation***  
9. Is inconsistent in their behavior/approach to work*** 





* Original item from Wu et al. (2010) measure. 
** Item adapted from Wu et al. (2010) measure. 
*** Newly written item. 
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Appendix E: Authentic Leadership Questionnaire (ALQ) 








1. Says exactly what he or she means 
2. Admits mistakes when they are made 
3. Encourages everyone to speak their mind 
4. Tells you the hard truth 
 
Internalized Moral Perspective 
5. Displays emotions exactly in line with feelings 
6. Demonstrates beliefs that are consistent with actions 
7. Makes decisions based on his or her core values 
8. Asks you to take positions that support your core values 
 
Balanced Processing 
9. Makes difficult decisions based on high standards of ethical conduct 
10. Solicits views that challenge his or her deeply held positions 
11. Analyzes relevant data before coming to a decision 
12. Listens carefully to different points of view before coming to conclusions 
 
Self Awareness 
13. Seeks feedback to improve interactions with others 
14. Accurately describes how others view his or her capabilities 
15. Knows when it is time to reevaluate his or her positions on important issues 
16. Shows he or she understands how specific actions impact others 
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Appendix F: Leader trustworthiness measure 
 
Note: Headings of construct names are for clarity of exposition, and were not included in the 
surveys.  
 
1 = Strongly disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neither agree nor disagree; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly 
agree 
 
Please rate your level of agreement/disagreement with the following statements. My Leader… 
Competence 
1. Is very capable of performing his/her job 
2. Is known to be successful at the things he/she tries to do 
3. Is very knowledgeable about the work that needs to be done 
4. Has specialized capabilities that can increase our performance 
5. Is well qualified 
6. I feel very confident about my leader’s skills  
Integrity 
7. Has a strong sense of justice 
8. Tries hard to be fair in dealings with others 
9. Sound principles seem to guide my leader's behavior 
10. My leader's actions and behaviors are not very consistent 
11. I respect my leader’s values 
12. I never have to wonder whether my leader will stick to his/her work 
Benevolence 
13. Is very concerned about my welfare 
14. Would not knowingly do anything to hurt me 
15. Really looks out for what is important to me 
16. Will go out of his/her way to help me 
17. My needs are very important to my leader 
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Appendix G: Leader effectiveness measure  
 
Please rate your immediate leader on the following items:  
 
1. Meeting of managerial performance standards 
Scale: 1=Below most standards; 5= Above most standards  
 
2. Comparison to person’s managerial peers 
Scale: 1= Worse manager than peers; 5= Better manager than peers 
 
3. Performance as a role model 
Scale: 1= Poor role model; 5= Excellent role model  
 
4. Overall managerial success 
Scale: 1= A managerial failure; 5= A managerial success 
 
5. Overall effectiveness as a manager 
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Appendix H: Propensity to trust measure 
1 = Strongly disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neither agree nor disagree; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly 
agree 
 
Please rate your level of agreement/disagreement with the following statements. 
1. In general, most people are honest 
2. In general, most people will take advantage of you if they can 
3. In general, most people can be counted on to do what they say they will do 
4. In general, most people are competent at their jobs  
 
 
